

The Party of Eros 

RADICAL SOCIAL THOUGHT 
AND THE REALM OF FREEDOM 


by Richard King 


THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA PRESS 
CHAPEL HILL 









Copyright © 1972 htj The University of North Carolina Press 
All rights reserved 

No part of this hook may be reproduced or utilized in any form 
or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying 
and recording, or by any information storage and retrieval system, 
without permission in writing from the publisher. The Association 
of American University Presses’ Resolution on Permissions 
constitutes the only exception to this prohibition. 

Manufactured in the United States of America 
ISBN 0-8078-1187-4 

Library of Congress Catalog Card Number 73-174785 


To TERRY WALTER o'HARA 

1941-1965 
















CONTENTS 


Introduction / 3 

1. The Framework of American Social Thought / 10 

2. Freud and Reich / 51 

3. Paul Goodman / 78 

4. Herbert Marcuse / 116 

5. Norman O. Brown / 157 

6. The New Transcendentalism / 173 
Notes / 195 

Bibliography / 217 
Index / 223 














IHTHODUCTION 


Mm* student of American intellectual history is plagued by the 
trliitionship of America to European thought. If one focuses 
inclusively on American thought, then a study tends toward the 
parochial. Conversely, if one treats American thought as an 
hilcrior derivative of European sources, one misses the unique 
I cut tires of the American experience and thus tries to fit themes 
of our intellectual development into theoretical structures formu¬ 
lated in significantly different historical and cultural contexts. 

This study by no means escapes this dilemma. Its focus is on 
the way the thought of Sigmund Freud, no friend of America, has 
been used by three radical social theorists in the quarter century 
since the end of World War II. The temptation is thus to focus 
upon Freud and not the American thinkers who made use of his 
Insights. Yet common sense and even a slight knowledge of the 
way ideas are transformed by diffusion through space and time 
reveals that there are many Freuds and many ways his teachings 
ran be applied to social analysis, an area of concern in which 
Proud was only tangentially interested. The problem, however, 
does not end there. A minor, more submerged theme of this 
sludy is the fate of orthodox Marxist theory in postwar America 
and the effort to formulate a radical social theory, adequate to 
deal with unprecedented social and cultural developments, upon 
I he ruins of the Marxist ideology which many considered to be 
morally and intellectually otiose by the middle 1940s. 

There is finally American thought itself. It can be argued quite 
convincingly that American thought goes astray when it depends 
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too closely upon European intellectual systems of whatever 
variety. Particularly since World War II one could maintain that, 
far from being a satellite caught in the orbit of European thought 
and experience, America has finally assumed the role which 
Gertrude Stein once attributed to her of being the oldest modern 
western nation. The possibility of general affluence, the emer¬ 
gence of a society given shape by bureaucratic and technological 
structures, the development of a far-reaching and all pervasive 
communication nexus, the political and cultural importance of 
youth have all become givens which Europeans are just now 
beginning to see emerging on the continent. Thus the most 
pertinent social theory concerned with advanced industrial socie¬ 
ties should be detectable in the American rather than the 
European context. Indeed, another theme is that in the first 
quarter of the century, American social thinkers-Lester Ward, 
1 horstein Veblen, Randolph Bourne, John Dewey—were han¬ 
dling problems that would emerge with much more urgency after 
World War II and thus set the terms for much of the analysis that 
we will be examining here. 

Several recent studies have touched upon the theme of radical 
Freudianism and, though I deal with them at greater length in 
the main body of this work, a word or two about each of them is 
in order. The first and most important of these studies is Philip 
Rieff s imaginatively conceived The Triumph of the Therapeutic 
(1966). In a sense my study is an application of some of RiefFs 
ideas to the particular context of American social and cultural 
thought. Paul Robinsons The Freudian Left (1969) appeared 
when I was nearly finished with the first draft of my study. 1 
Though Robinson deals with Wilhelm Reich and Herbert Mar¬ 
cuse specifically (along with Geza Roheim), he takes them to be 
European thinkers primarily and does not concern himself with 
their place in or influence upon American thought. I do disagree 
with Robinsons rather uncritical discussion of Marcuse, but 
The Freudian Left is thorough and often incisive and thus of 
much use. The Making of a Counter Culture (1969) by Theo¬ 
dore Roszak appeared shortly after Robinson s work. Roszak 
devotes much attention to Paul Goodman as well as to Marcuse 
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uid Norman Brown as intellectual gurus of today’s cultural 
div.idniis. His chapter on Brown and Marcuse is often quite 
good, hut his treatment of Goodman remains generally on the 
‘imlure. In general, Roszak slights the development of each man’s 
thought; and the implication is that the main values and themes 
«•! the counter culture have emerged almost ex nihilo within the 
lit decade. 

Headers will inevitably wonder about the omission of certain 
thinkers. I have chosen not to deal with Erich Fromm because he 
i . quite simply, not a sexual radical. As Goodman and Marcuse 
make clear, and as Fromm would admit, he abandoned Freud’s 
libido theory quite early and generally plays down the impor- 
i tinee of sexuality in individual and social analysis. A stronger 
« use could be made for the inclusion of Norman Mailer, since he 
was profoundly influenced by Wilhelm Reich, the real “father” of 
(hr effort to combine doctrines of sexual and social liberation. 
Whatever Mailer’s strengths as a participant-observer of sexuality 
m our society, and I think they are considerable, he is not a 
w.lcmatic thinker, but primarily a novelist and imaginative 
writer and thus does not receive much attention here. 

I was not interested in writing a history of psychoanalytic 
I bought in post-World War II America and for that reason 
have not dealt with Erik Erikson, psychohistorians Robert Jay 
Lift on and Kenneth Kenniston, or the so-called “Third Force” 
psychology represented by Abraham Maslow and Henry Murray. 
(I do deal with Gestalt therapy, but only in reference to the 
development of Paul Goodman’s thought.) Each of these ap¬ 
proaches quite obviously “takes off” from Freud, but in doing so 
lacks the sexual and/or the radical component which is my 
is Mitral concern. 

My main interest is in ideas. For that reason I have avoided as 
much as possible a “psychoanalysis” of the thinkers in question. 
Such a study would possibly be fruitful; Marcuse and Brown, for 
instance, came relatively late and rather surprisingly to Freud 
from intellectual backgrounds having little to do with psychoan¬ 
alytic interpretations of social and cultural reality. Nor have I 
gone into great detail concerning the sociological context within 
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which these men formed their ideas or which proved receptive to 
their work. A major weakness of intellectual history is that it 
tends to degenerate into a catalogue of names and ideas linked 
y a vague something called “influence.” Where tracing influences 
s ould be suggestive, it is too often exhaustive. Every thine i s 
discussed except the ideas themselves, their elaboration, and 
leir validity. Thus much of my study is taken up with the 
development of certain ideas by certain thinkers. I have tried to 
be critical without nit-picking; and I have hopefully avoided 
excessive influence-mongering. 

One might also wonder about the absence of any sort of 
theoretical discussion of race or black radicalism. As' far as I 
know, few social critics have dealt with such problems as racism 
or racial identity on a theoretical level.* A white psychiatrist, Toel 
Kovel, has written an interesting study, White Racism (1970) 
which makes extensive and systematic use of Freud, Brown, and 
Marcuse. In the last chapter of Soul on Ice (1967) Eldridge 
, eaver sketched out, in a prototheoretical way, the structure of 
sexual and social relationships in American society. And Harold 
Cruse has noted the debilitating effect that orthodox Marxist 
ideology has worked upon black radicalism and radical theory 
generally m twentieth-century America. Other than these 
studies, which touch upon the relationship of race to social and 
sexual theory, most students of American race relations have 
remained contented to apply psychosocial concepts at an individ¬ 
ual or group level. Otherwise they have tended to use psychoan¬ 
alytic terminology (such as paranoia) as a “screen” for moral 
judgments. All of these efforts are important, but it would seem 
that the answer to the questions that the black movement has 
raised about the nature of western culture and society its value 
patterns, its crucial institutions, e.g., the family, would profit from 
an examination of thinkers such as Wilhelm Reich, Goodman 
Marcuse, and Brown, though none of them deals with race to any 
significant degree. 


To a certain degree the opposite is true of the radical ideology 
of Womens Liberation. Kate Millett’s Sexual Politics exhaustively 
catalogued the male bias in Freud’s thought and in general 
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p .v< hoanalyzed western society and culture to death. Millett also 
nutrd the importance of Wilhelm Reich as an alternative to 
I * i • * 11 < I. (The irony here is that Reich personally was guilty of the 
• nnsl blatant sexual double standard and abhorred all deviations 
fn»m genital sexuality.) As we shall see, Goodmans thought is 
\* iv decidedly male-oriented, despite or because of his bisexuali- 
h I 1 or Marcuse and Brown, men and women become Man in 
general, while sexual identity and differentiation receive little 
mention. 

In summary, then, I do not deal with the problems of racial 
inid sexual identity because Goodman, Marcuse, and Brown do 
not I o criticize them on these grounds has a certain validity, but 
eeins to me beside the point. It is not the task of social theory to 
deni with each particular social and cultural problem. What 
’.orj;il thought loses in specificity, it gains in generality by 
dr I ineating the structures of existing social and cultural reality 
nid then projecting a more desirable alternative. If, for example, 
lline is a general connection between domination as cultural 
v.ilur and our sexual “organization,” as Marcuse and Brown 
would have it, then the assumption is that such is true for male 
und female, black and white. 

These previous remarks should also make clear that I am by no 
means discussing radical social theory as a whole, but rather a 
particular facet of postwar radical ideology. In fact, as the last 
chapter indicates, the implications of much of what Goodman, 
Marcuse, and Brown say are nonpolitical in the usual sense of the 
word. Because of a concern with fundamental values and atti¬ 
tudes implicit in western society, their thought has lent itself to 
what is often called cultural radicalism. In contrast with political 
and social radicalism, cultural radicalism is concerned with 
transforming consciousness, with changing the way we see and 
understand our reality, beyond any specific concern with such 
matters as elections or the ownership of the means of production. 
It is the argument of the cultural radicals that for external 
changes to be lasting, values and attitudes must also (or first) 
be changed. 

Although it has become fashionable to advocate as well as 
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analyze, I must confess my ambivalence toward sexual radicalism 
and its offshoot, the ideology of the counter culture. My misgiv¬ 
ings arise from the apparent tendency of Wilhelm Reich and 
Marcuse, and to a lesser extent, Goodman and Brown, to make 
public all private aspects of existence; to metaphorically see the 
bedroom as the battleground for change; in short, as Reich put it, 
to politicize sex. I suppose such a concern reflects my adherence 
to the classical liberal idea that it is not the duty of the state to 
promote the personal happiness of its citizens, but rather to 
minimize their unhappiness. Expressed another way, we are 
treading on dangerous ground when happiness becomes a public 
concern. Behind the concern with the transformation of basic 
values and attitudes lurks, as well, the doctrine of positive 
freedom, by which one may be forced to be “free" against his 
own conscious wishes. What we have with thinkers such as 
Marcuse, particularly, is an identification of freedom with hap¬ 
piness. Thus in our time the idea of positive freedom has become 
one with what we might call the idea of positive happiness. The 
further assumption is that there are some—an intellectual- 
political elite—who know the true content of freedom and 
happiness. Thus the old political question reappears: who rules 
the rulers? 

And yet if there is anything that Marx and Freud and their 
epigones have taught us, it is that our inner selves are formed by 
external forces and that the dichotomy between public and 
private is largely a myth. I would nevertheless argue that 
individual autonomy is a useful fiction; but more, that individuals 
are more than the sum of the forces impinging upon them; and 
that one vital task of radical social theory is to extend the realm 
of choice, not hand it over to benevolent elites, and zealously 
guard the private and the personal realm, rather than speaking of 
its illusory nature. It is perhaps for these reasons that I find Paul 
Goodman a much more appealing thinker than Wilhelm Reich, 
Marcuse, or Brown. 

My feelings about the ideology of the counter culture are much 
less divided. My suspicion is that a new “culture” or “conscious¬ 
ness” is not consciously created, but rather emerges impercepti- 
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l>lv over time. Thus I object most strongly to the impulse at large 
in the counter culture to promiscuously create a new religion, out 
„f nothing or out of everything. It remains basically a narcissistic 
enterprise. One must, I suppose, grant that “its heart is m the 
right place," that much of what the counter culture objects to 
deserves attack, and that some of its impulses are good. Yet this 
seems to me insufficient grounds for joining up, since as t e 
hoary old cliche has it: “The road to Hell is paved with good 
intentions.” 
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the framework of 

AMERICAN SOCIAL THOUGHT 


The End of Ideology 

By the 1950s many observers felt that radical social thought and 

tt° K P | !aVe f ° r S ° me a,avirtic fumblings from the 

ter pointed to” 8 ! 0 ! T" Ai “ rly “ 1948 Richard Hoisted- 
.... , a llstonca l consensus in American thought and 

ight^f Th n 2 T? T e sanctity 0f Private property, the 
right of the individual to dispose of and invest it, the value of 

asserdon lty> “u the , natuial solution of self interest and self 
c sertion . . have been staple tenets of the central faith in 
American political ideologies.” 1 As if to drive the point home 

RoosltethTi m hi$ A f ° f Ref0rm (1955) that FrankIin 

Roosevelt had been no radical at all, but rather the pragmatist 
par excellence, working to preserve by modification America’s 
received economic and political structures. Moreover Hofstadter 
o served that the New Deal as an intellectual movement “for all 
s ferment of practical change produced a very slight literature 
of social criticism. . . . [It] produced no comparable body of 
political writing that would survive the day’s headlines.” 2 

t lers echoed Hofstadter’s “consensus” theme. To explain the 
historical paucity of interesting and systematic thinking about 
ciety and politics in America, Louis Hartz’s The Liberal Tradi- 

:Z2t me r \ 955) f0CUSed ° n tWO ^ actors— Americas lack of 
feudal past and hence a society stratified on class lines, and the 

gemony of the Lockean tradition of social contract and politi- 
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• 1 1 individualism. And although addressing himself to two “con- 

• ivative” thinkers, Morton White reenforced the Hofstadter- 
II ni/. line when he wrote in the new preface (1957) to his Social 
ibought in America : “It seems to me a sad commentary on the 

• m IhI thought of today that two of the most popular social 
thinkers on the American scene (Walter Lippmann and Reinhold 
Niebuhr) can produce nothing more original or natural than the 
doctrines of original sin and natural law as answers to the 
pressing problems of the age” 3 For White, Hofstadter, Hartz, 
mid others, such as David Potter in his People of Plenty (1954) 
timl Lionel Trilling in The Liberal Imagination (1950), the 
I In I >bi ness of liberal social thought, the irrelevance of conservative 
thought, and the nonexistence of a radical ideological tradition 
ill served America’s attempts to deal imaginatively or wisely with 
domestic and international problems in the post-World War II 
world. 

Not all consensualists were of this unhappy, or at least worried, 
turn of mind. In 1953 Daniel Boorstin published his The Genius 
of American Politics which was followed in 1958 by The Ameri- 
( % ans: The Colonial Experience. Boorstin focused in Turnerian 
fashion on the influence of the American environment on men 
and ideas in the New World. The central message which he 
emphasized repeatedly was that American experience had ren¬ 
dered European theory, i.e., ideology and utopian dreams, irrele¬ 
vant to the formation of the American polity and character. By 
implication Boorstin was saying that Americans had been misled 
whenever they attempted to adopt European intellectual systems 
to American reality; indeed they had gone astray whenever 
systematic thinking had been attempted at all. Thus, although 
doubts might have arisen in the readers mind (what then was 
(he relevance of the colonial experience to contemporary reality? 
Was common sense and a hardy no-nonsense approach still 
efficacious?), Boorstin clearly celebrated his consensus theme 
with few if any qualifications. 

The best known of consensualists, however, was Daniel Bell, 
the author of the controversial essay “The End of Ideology in the 
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w est :” ^ ik ' e . Boorstin > Bel1 was a veteran of thirties’ radical¬ 
isms battles, and also, like Boorstin, was just as happy to see 

rX?L 8 \ F T Si J HiS CSSay ° n Ae P ° StWar American «*ne 
rather than the broad sweep of American history, yet taking into 

account intellectual developments in Western Europe as well as 

Amen^ B ji ^parted from the traditional concept of ideology 

as formulated by Marx. According to the Marxist notion an 

ideology was an intellectual construct used, consciously or 

unconsciousJy, to mask an individual or group’s “real” interests. 

Bu Bell, drawing upon Karl Mannheim, saw ideology as “an all 

inclusive system of comprehensive reality ... a set of beliefs 

infused with passion, [which] seeks to transform the whole of a 

nay o it.... Ideology, in this sense, ... is a secular religion ” 4 

1 ms consigned to the category of religion and superstition 

ideology could be written off as the opiate of the intellectuals.’ 

bells essay was complicated by the fact that he was both 

3™ g 3 historicaI sBuation ^ which ideologies seemed dead 
' ii. ° r P assion * spent •’ and making a normative judgment in 
calling for an end to ideology, “the end of rhetoric, and rhetori- 
cians, or revolution.” 6 

Though others have analyzed Bell’s essay at some length? a 
further comment or two is in order. Bell’s descriptive claim 
ncernmg the end of ideology was valid, if one identified 
ic to ogy, as Bell did, with left-wing revolutionary doctrines 
coming out of the Marxist tradition. Clearly most European and 
meiican intellectuals had cast aside traditional Marxism as a 
W °,r View anc * a S ui de to action. On the other hand Bell’s 
judgment as to the desirability of the end of ideology was 
acceptable only ,f one agreed with Bell that ideology, as a secular 
religion aiming to transform “the whole way of life,” was neces¬ 
sarily rhetorical and led inevitably to “degrading means in the 
name of some Utopian or revolutionary end.”® That ideology and 

evident U " d rabIe traits were identical was not at all self- 

Bell correctly observed, as Dwight Macdonald had earlier in 
The Root Is Man, that the old labels-left and right, radical and 
conservative—were devoid of content and that new problems 
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a ere at hand with which older, received ideologies found it hard 
in deal. His analysis fell short, however, because he could only 
flunk according to the traditional Marxist categories—or in terms 
ul the new “consensus . . . the acceptance of the Welfare State; 
the desirability of decentralized power; a system of mixed econ- 
«iiiiv, and of political pluralism.” 9 

Indeed in retrospect this was the failure of most of the 
above-mentioned observers. Lurking behind the consensus 
.( Iiool” of analysis was the concern with the relevance of Marxist 
ideology to American reality. No intellectual or ideological alter- 
nalives seemed to exist besides a discredited Marxism, a general 
i elebration of American life, or the new and slightly critical 
consensus liberalism. In so closely identifying Marxism with 
i.tdical social theory, these men blinded themselves to other 
l hroretical possibilities. With Marxist ideology thus disposed of, 
critical thinking about American society as a whole seemed 
passe—or positively dangerous. 

In reality Marxism as a total ideology has never influenced 
\mcrican social thought very deeply. As T. B. Bottomore has 
noted, the Americans who wrote first-rate studies of Marx and 
Marxism during the thirties—Sidney Hook and Edmund Wilson- 
made no attempt to relate their studies to American social reality 
m the Depression decade. 10 To understand why Marxism has 
never taken root in American soil as well as to identify certain 
continuing themes and concerns of twentieth-century American 
social thought, it is necessary to examine briefly the social thought 
of the Progressive period. Having done this, we can better 
understand the post-World War II attempt to forge a radical 
social theory which, abandoning Marx and encompassing Freud 
as well as some of the older themes of American social thought, 
would be pertinent to the realities of advanced industrial society. 

iwo Strands of Progressive Social Thought 

(Central to the Marxist view is a theory of class conflict in which 
l he industrial proletariat serves as the embodiment of the contra¬ 
dictions inherent in an industrial, capitalist society. Underlying 
(he Marxist position is the further assumption that revolutionary 
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possibility emerges only in an industrial society which, though 
divided along class lines, is ethnically and racially homogeneous. 
By way of contrast the nineteenth-century American liberal- 
radical tradition focused on the farmers rather than the nascent 
working class as the group from which social and economic 
change would arise. When America began its industrialization in 
a thoroughgoing way, the working class that emerged was in no 
sense a homogeneous body. It was made up of a hodgepodge of 
native Americans and recent immigrants who, literally as well 
as figuratively, could scarcely communicate with one another. 
Thus the development of a class-conscious working class was all 
but impossible. Furthermore with the migration of Negroes from 
the South into northern urban-industrial areas, the situation 
became even more complicated. Though “native” Americans, the 
blacks were seldom regarded by the white working class, wheth¬ 
er of native or foreign origin, as potential allies in a class struggle; 
indeed the appearance of Negroes on the industrial scene was 
usually perceived as a threat to the other workers. 

To these factors we should also add that of mobility. Some 
observers have suggested that the very fact of geographical 
mobility in American society has militated against the develop¬ 
ment of class consciousness. 11 Socioeconomic mobility has also 
been of crucial importance. Historians and sociologists have long 
debated the possibility of upward mobility in American society 
throughout its development. One would, however, be hard put to 
deny the pervasive belief Americans have held that they could 
better their lot. Thus neither farmers nor workers have seen 
themselves as farmers or workers per se. American farmers have 
been agrarian capitalists and, violent though labor relations have 
been in this country, the most powerful institutional embodi¬ 
ments of the workers' interests, the AF of L and the CIO, have 
rarely if ever challenged the capitalist system on ideological 
grounds. The upshot of all this is that American radical social 
thought has lacked a coherent and readily identifiable socio¬ 
economic group upon which it could pin its hopes and around 
which a coherent theory could be erected. Radical social theory 
is obviously hard to sustain in a vacuum. 
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At the other end of the spectrum, European “conservative” and 
i ructionary” ideologies have been less than to the point. As the 
nineteenth century came to an end in Europe there was a flourish 
til conservative “kulturpessimismus” which involved a general 
,,-volt against modernism. This conservative criticism, which had 
|,r t .„ growing apace throughout the century, ranged in quality 
Iron, (lie writings of Burckhardt and Nietzsche to the protofascist 
theorizing of artists and philosophers manques. 12 Behind it lay 
I lie core assumption that something had gone terribly wrong with 
western civilization. Industrialization and urbanization, the irrup¬ 
tion of the lower and excluded classes into all aspects of 
|European life, parliamentary politics, all these signaled a time 
of spiritual crisis. The seamy underside of this conservative 
ideology often revealed racialism, ultranationalism and anti- 
Semitism. Biological and medical metaphors of growth and 
decay, stagnation and rejuvenation, sickness and health pointed 
lo an underlying yearning for purgation and a restored 
wholeness, an organic unity. 

In general the orientation of this mode of thought was back¬ 
ward in time toward the Middle Ages, when European society 
and culture had been of one piece under the unifying control of 
i lie Roman Church and a feudal aristocracy. In this supposedly 
organic society, each man-from peasant to nobleman, artisan to 
priest-had a function and knew his place; art and daily life were 
integrated; and a nexus of hierarchical loyalties and values 
prevailed over those of the marketplace and the political party. 

In America, interestingly enough, a similar cultural reaction 
made a bid for attention. Under the onslaught of waves of 
immigrants and forced to come to terms with a new and strange 
world, segments of the population ranging from New England 
Brahmins to southern farmers to Progressive intellectuals fell 
prey to racist and nativist ideologies that reached their peak in 
the first quarter of this century. 13 In 1907 Henry Adams fished 
|,is monument to psychological and historical displacement The 
Education of Henry Adams (1907), in which he expressed us 
disdain for arriviste politicians and immigrant groups. And Theo¬ 
dore Roosevelt’s politics were part of an attempt to bolster up the 
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flagging will and revivify the fading energy of the Anglo-Saxon 
race which. «»* thought was heading for extinction § °" 

ret tor American conservatives there was no “Middle Age” to 
whmh to retun, Writers, such as Henry James and, late/ T S 

es ape"! la ^ *T ’ * *, W the country to 

escape the supposed cultural barrenness, the swav of vulgar 

littlc'of useln the A 1 ’ ° f American societ >- The Y could find 

oik, foi all its compelling power, was the expression of a private 

™ f" aS Ada ™ h * mseIf ^cognized, an impossibility in a 
p dominated by the dynamo rather than the virgin 

waUhaToUltT'^T COnSerVative *0 modernity 

sZJ am] r d ( t * , srarians as expr « sed in ™ My 

( 30). In this volume twelve southern writers and 

m e lectuals cast a glance longingly at the only period and region 

SouftteJ to, alUl! i<1<,0 ' 0gy " 0t P^W-th. antebelL 

i. Yet foi all the cogency of its criticisms of “progress” and 

ST h“T'tf 1 ”• n Take M » was shot through 

h ambiguities. The idea (or the volume had grown out of the 

Agrarians distaste for the northern “liberal’ reaction to he 

hZle S to' 7, 19 ?‘ VOt “ ” ny ’**** was nonaristocratic and 
*£ l ■* ', hi ' ye ° man and ™»"-to™ so„,h. 

Agrarians , o ’! thaewas a,s0 a crudal ambiguity. Some of the 
Ag anans eounterposed an aristocratic South of gracious nlanter, 

“h.rsawlhe s ' h n m ° d ' m " rban Ca P i,aIist ' ,h “ Vet 

le ideal South, and hence ideal society as one 

eore P Thus B im k riIy 1 g °° d J effersoni ans‘to the 

Zo 6 Vied W ' th Jeffers0n and Lock e for the dominant 

•ole m the agrarian ideology. If one adds to this that the 

an c e urn South, for all its graciousness of style and hostility to 
moneygrubbing capitalism, was based on chattel slavery one can 
see that he effort of the Agrarians was doomed to failure There 
models which wouid — to 

Hence the dilemma of American conservatism. If it is truly 
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i onservative in the European fashion, it is, by the same token, 
nut American and largely irrelevant. If it is truly American, it can 
only be the expression of Manchester liberal capitalism mixed 
with large doses of political federalism and Darwinism, or a 
defense of the specious and limited southern experience of 
aristocracy. 

Thus when America “came of age” around the turn of the 
twentieth century, she lacked either a class-conscious proletariat 
or a past-conscious aristocracy. As a result contemporary social 
I bought was forced to cast about for a social focus and projective 
models to serve as alternatives to the irrelevant European ideolo¬ 
gic *s or the superannuated American schemes of agrarian popu¬ 
lism and conservative Darwinism. 

The book furnishing the best overall synthesis of the Progres¬ 
sive Era is Robert Wiebe’s The Search for Order: 1877-1920. 
According to Wiebe, this period saw the rise of an urban, 
professional middle class bent upon ordering and rationalizing 
llie newly emerging industrial, urban society. In the language of 
sociology, American society was moving from congeries of Ge- 
meinschaften to a national Gesellschaft, directed from above 
ihrough the national government and informed by a bureaucratic 
ideology interested in “continuity and regularity, functionality 
and rationality, administration and management.” 14 The central 
figure in the new order was to become the academically trained 
expert, the product of an increasingly professionalized and spe¬ 
cialized system of higher education. 15 As the “Wisconsin idea” 
attested, this new expert generally aligned himself with the 
political reformer. Philosophically the expert was a pragmatist; 
politically he was a “liberal (in the American sense of the word), 
progressive, or radical.” 16 

Thus from the Progressive Era on, one strand of American 
social thought, best described as “liberal,” has been elitist in 
nature, though acting in the name of traditional American values. 
Or, to use Herbert Croly’s phrase, it has sought to wed Hamil¬ 
tonian means with Jeffersonian ends. Government on all levels, 
but especially the federal level, came to be seen as the funda¬ 
mental instrument for regularizing and taming American 





















18 / The Party of Eros 


economic and social life. This liberal ideology can best be 
characterized as an ideology of social control 17 
According to most students of the period, this new ideology 
arose m reaction to the conservative Darwinian emphasis on the 
entification of the natural-biological order with the social 
histoi ical order, on competition and unregulated development as 

reificat r> Ve f ** ° Ptimal S ° Cial and economic benefits on the 
tion of nT ° f C ° mP f ti0n “ natUral law ’ and on *e minimaliza- 
than d M nin | a n d C ° ntr01 hy § overnmen tal institutions. Rather 
than directly challenging the Darwinian concept of nature the 

capable^f^act, P aCed * ts «n man as an Lellige^ 
pable of action and initiative rather than a being merely 

c e o a opera § tio 0 n natUral ^ ^ ^ ° Ut f ° r effects of 

It was from Lester Frank Ward that the new ideology received 
first systematic formulation. A self-educated man, and fittingly 

thaTfh a T SerVant f ° r f ° rty yCarS ’ Ward ’ s eentral theme was 

o™ of the d g ! Dt ““ d ’„ f0rtifled with knowledge, is the only 
01 m of the directive force 18 of society. No passive plaything of 

io ogical and social evolution, man should use his intelligence to 

shape the development of society and should “resist the law of 

SmCe the dynamics of socie ty is “the antithesis of animal 

Ward held that the sociopolitical embodiment of human intelli- 

ftltkK Td ? C ® n I rabzed government guided by scientific and 
. ,stlcaI data to influence and direct legislation.” 2 " This central¬ 
ized power was furthermore to be above partisan or political 
considerations and should act purely to the advantage of society 

thought la 1 r * upposedly nonideological character of Ward’s 

ad 1 d u b u bC SCen " hiS Statement that “reforms are chiefly 
c voca ed by those who have no interest in them.” 21 In his 

Sociocracy, which he distinguished from Socialism (class rule) 

sd^ntereTt ^ ^ wh ° could rise above 

self-interest to guide the society to obviously needed reforms 

Thus government would be “the art that results from the science 

orinlnT 7 ”4 h p° U f Sh le § islative application of sociological 

principles. - Profound social and political conflicts were illusory; 
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lInough 'popular scientific education” the vast majority of people 
would come to realize and support the needed reforms. No better 
example exists of the tendency to consider moral and political 
problems amenable to technical manipulation and solution. 

From Ward we can jump to the last and probably greatest 
■.ocial theorist of the Progressive Era, Thorstein Veblen. Though 
Veblen’s work defies any neat pigeonholing, central aspects 
reenforced and added depth to the emergent liberal ideology of 
I he first third of the century. If Ward’s thought expressed the 
elitism of a newly educated “progressive minded” civil servant, 
Veblen pointed to the emergence of a managerial class in 
American capitalism which had interests (or at least Veblen 
imputed to it interests) divergent from those of the traditional 
hard-driving entrepreneurs, captains of industry, and financial 
I itans. 

Veblen, like Ward and an entire generation of liberal social 
ihinkers, reacted against economic doctrine of natural law. 
Veblen went beyond most of his contemporaries, however, by 
also rejecting homo economicus , the utilitarian maximizer of 
pleasure and profit, who stood at the center of both capitalist and 
Marxist economic dogma. Indeed for Veblen the salient feature 
of human economic behavior was its irrationality and absurdity. 
And thus in his writings, particularly in The Theory of the 
Leisure Class , Veblen dissected and exposed not so much the 
exploitative nature of capitalism as its stupidities, its infelicities, 
and, most centrally, its wastefulness. 

Veblen’s thought was informed by the “instinct of workman¬ 
ship,” a drive which Veblen saw as ever-present throughout 
mans evolution. This propensity to accomplish “some concrete, 
objective, impersonal end . . . [this] taste for effective work and a 
distaste for futile effort ... a sense of merit of serviceability or 
efficiency and the demerit of futility, waste or incapacity” 23 was 
the essential civilizing agent in human evolution; it had “brought 
the life of mankind from the brute to the human plane.” 24 As 
mankind developed through what Veblen called the predatory 
and pecuniary stages of barbarism, workmanship had become 
less valued while aggression, economic dominance or “exploit,” 
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private property, conspicuous leisure, and consumption came to 
characterize the economic, social, and cultural ethos. 

Veblens thought looked both backward and forward in time 

orl P ° S]an , archaic P hase of culture in which industry is 
gamzed on the ground of workmanship” which was then 
superseded by a pecuniary control of industry.”*® On the other 
hand, he hoped that mankind would eventually arrive at a future 

2 * * r gh ? e fu i! deve,opm “ , » f in whicMh: 

instinct of workmanship and efficiency would again reign. The 
key to future social development was “the Discipline of the 

effect m6 f ^ u 65537 ° f tHe Same name > VebIen discussed the 
ect of machines and large-scale mechanization on human 

beings. Whatever Veblens doubts (or ours) as to its salutarv 

"eadto a 6 “ e t C ° min§ dominance of the machine would 

a standardization of the workman’s intellectual life in 

meclf 7 aniCaI , pr ° CeSSeS • • • ^gularity of sequence and 

wo)u brd prec, t t*, h ,he maci,ine age - a “ Hfe md 

vould be den.yst.fied and deanthropomorpbized in preparation 

for the next stage of social development. 

It was in this essay that Veblen set forth the dichotomy 
between industry and business, mechanical and pecuniary pur 
suits. For Veblen the business class was replete with “eonventL- 
al anthropomorphic” justifications of property and “money val¬ 
ues. In contrast Veblen saw a new class of technicians or 
engineers emerging whose devotion to the machine process led 

a r°,T h f thC Va,UCS ° f P ro duction against profit making, 
to defend innovative and nonconventional thinking against 

mentTl tl^ and vative mod « of thought. The business 

!ty» as embodied in the growing absentee ownership class 

was m fact devoted to the sabotage of the industrial machine in 
the name of price maintenance and higher profits. Thus Veblen 
concluded that in the American economy there was a conflict 
taping up between the pecuniary goals of the business system 
dans Pr ° dUCtiVe g ° als ° f the new industrial class of techni- 

Veblens most provocative development of this line of thought 
came in his Engineers and the Price System (1921) where he 
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speculated on the possibility of a revolutionary overthrow of the 
price system, not by the workers, but by the engineers. Ever the 
ske ptic, Veblen almost immediately admitted that his thoughts 
were extremely speculative since the “technicians, engineers and 
industrial experts are a harmless and docile sort.” 28 Nevertheless 
lie proceeded to sketch out what might take place. 

Veblen repeated his earlier characterization of the industrial 
mentality, but added his explicit approval of it by noting that 
though “mechanical technology is impersonal and dispassionate, 
... its end is very simply to serve human needs” 29 through the 
natural sciences and technology. There was no doubt but that the 
engineers were the vital cogs in the industrial machine without 
whom a revolution could not be successful in modem industrial 
societies. 

Interesting yet disturbing in Veblen’s discussion was his elitist 
bias. Since the technicians “represented the community at large 
in its industrial capacity” 30 Veblen apparently trusted that the 
will of the people would be divined and carried out by a soviet of 
engineers who oversaw the production, transportation, and dis¬ 
tribution of goods. Thus in the new order the producers and 
consumers would be joined by some unspecified community of 
interests against those who still held out for “private gain.” 

A necessary prerequisite for the overthrow of the business 
system was the emergence of class consciousness among the 
technicians who had “hitherto been working piecemeal, as scat¬ 
tered individuals under the master’s eye.” 31 When this conscious¬ 
ness had been attained the engineers would hopefully put into 
effect a “conscientious withdrawal of efficiency; that is to say a 
general strike . . publicize their actions and move toward a 
“solidarity of sentiment with . . . the working force.” 32 But as 
Veblen hastened to add once more in conclusion, there was little 
need to worry “just yet.” 

Though in his provocative and prescient analysis Veblen 
correctly foretold the emergence of a managerial class distinct 
from the ownership, as well as the managers’ acquiescence to the 
business ethos, he made a serious mistake in linking the instinct 
of workmanship, the machine mentality, the process of mechani- 
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quitewenlnto tt?"'"' P ° int 01,he Ia,ter ,h '« could St 

™l^ en ta “ 3 r b ,hat ,he mach ; ne »d 

trr and the f ° cus ° { 

to Z nolS all? man VeblCn deV ° ted HttIe a ”«Ln 
making H,e gaining and ln the nature of decision 

ISilli§§§ 

T . g T , l cs reac hmg back as far as Horatio Greenouch and 
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shTp'and 6 th C16ty *■ ^ fUtUre - Final,y ’ the instinct of workman- 

r 

criticized organized technological society predsely bccauTit^ 
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not nurture what Freud described as the essence of mental 
well-being—the ability to love and work. 34 

Another strand of social thought which emerged during the 
Progressive period was one concerned with individual "release” 
and cultural rejuvenation. Though this line of thought held 
institutional change to be important, it dealt most centrally with 
the ethos, the quality of life, which characterized industrial and 
urban America. Rejecting genteel middle-class culture as well as 
unrestrained capitalism, many American intellectuals turned to 
the excluded and exploited segments of the society for an answer 
to its problems as well as their own. Some saw the workers as a 
source of salvation; others of a more bohemian bent looked to art 
and the artist. Still others embraced the cause of the immigrant. 35 
Yet the most novel development was the focus upon a newly 
(‘merging social group—the youth. In focusing upon young people 
as a distinct social and cultural force, these cultural radicals came 
to see the school and the educational process as the key to the 
revitalization of American life. The clearest expression of this 
general line of thought was found in the Progressive Education 
movement, which some consider the most enduring and rep¬ 
resentative reform of the Progressive period. 36 

In turning to the child and youth as the hope for a rejuvena¬ 
tion of American life, these cultural radicals drew upon a 
well-established tradition in American culture. As Richard 
Iiofstadter has noted, "primitivism . . . has won an extraordinarily 
wide credence in America.” 37 From the eighteenth century on, 
Americans and often Europeans had seen America as a sort of 
new Eden peopled by a new man, unsullied by tradition or 
sophistication. This image of the new Adam dovetailed neatly 
with the Progressive preoccupation with children, since the 
image of the new Adam described metaphorically the child's 
situation. 

In a similar fashion popular education had long been regarded 
by Americans as the key to the ongoing success of the American 
enterprise. Education has been the means of inculcating children 
with American values and attitudes, and has thus contributed to 
socialization as much as it has to the cultivation of the intellect. 
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Likewise education as a social policy has been a device which the 
conservative could embrace as the “only alternative to public 
disorder” as well as one which the middle and lower classes could 
support as “the door to opportunity, the great equalizer.” 38 Thus 
seen by some as a method of social control and by others as a way 
of opening up the social structure, and then in the early twenti¬ 
eth century as a rejuvenating cultural force, educational reform 
has been perhaps the quintessential reform in American history. 
Progressive education as an intellectual and social movement 
signaled the realization that not the farm or factory, but the 
school was to be the one institution through which all Americans 
had to pass. 

No figure illustrates better than Randolph Bourne the interwo¬ 
ven concern with youth, education, and the revitalization of 
American life and culture. A student of Dewey’s at Columbia, 
Bourne was the “first of the culture heroes of the youth.” 39 At the 
heart of Bourne’s thought was a profound antipathy toward the 
received American tradition of genteel manners, dessicated Prot¬ 
estantism and a blind adherence to conventional values and 
attitudes. Throughout his writings, particularly those appearing 
before World War I, ran the demand that youth not only be 
served but exalted. 

For Bourne, “to keep one’s reactions warm and true is to have 
found the secret of perpetual youth and perpetual youth is 
salvation.” 40 Because he and his generation of middle-class 
youths had grown up in relative affluence, Bourne realized that 
conventional cultural values were otiose and thus opted for 
pleasure-seeking and the cultivation of vitality. This new ethic, 
Bourne noted, was “the result of the absence of repression in our 
bringing up.” 41 Furthermore Bourne thought that the youth of 
his time was more sensitive to inequalities than his elders, and 
maintained that “we feel social injustice as our fathers felt 
personal sin.” 42 For Bourne a virtuous life was “a life responsive 
to its powers and its opportunities, a life not of inhibitions, but of 
a straining up to the limit of its strengths.” 43 Thus the youthful 
individual did best to listen to the stirrings of his own heart 
rather than the claims of an insensitive older generation. 
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Though attracted to “L^BoumS was “a 

was no doctrinaire socialist sona l as opposed to the 

continuing preoccupation wi J h vitalism, Bourne 

public.” 44 To his to experience and 

added a Deweyan emphasis ? healthy with intelligence. 45 

experimentation. True morality ■ true t0 the “finer 

A. « grew older in yeari£ " ph i,oso P h, of 

idealism and impersonal aims “ is vita l.”« This vitality 

youth” and keep alive t e , ™ the “experimental ideal” for 
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<»e a and by 
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formed. . tbe quietism implicit m his 

Yet Bourne did not retreat m J Jl ^ attracted t0 the 

thought. As a studtn .. al re form in his time. In his 

burgeoning movement o e u me saW t h e goal of the 

book The Gary Schools ( 191 J. construct ion of “a genuine 
progressive school Syrian^ preparation for life, it is 
children s community. j h refuge from the 

to be life itself-” 50 for it, since Bourne 

urban environment as it was P^P ^ dem0 ralizing to the 
felt that the home and the. cQsts Pro gressive learning 

student and to be counteract ayoid the excessive concen- 

proceeded by doing while see g g Utilitarian.” Yet, and here 
tration on either the “cultural” or t0 be “subjected 
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showing his partial allegiance to the social control stream of 
contemporary social thought, Bourne envisaged the end product 
of the schools to be ‘versatile engineers” who displayed “ex¬ 
actness, resourcefulness, inventiveness, pragmatic judgment of a 

machine by its product, the sense of machinery as a means not an 
end in itself. 53 

As already pointed out, there was a contradiction in Bourne s 
conception of the relationship of the school to the community. 

ikewise there was a contradiction between the goal of produc¬ 
ing versatile engineers who would keep the industrial machine 
humming, and Bourne’s aesthetic, vitalistic ethics of self- 
legulation and self-imposed goals. 

Finally Bournes notion of Progressive Education reflected the 
ambiguous and transitional nature of his society. From one angle 
the development of individual needs and capacities within a 
community” was desirable in order to work against the growing 
standardization and impersonality of American society. This was 
regressive Education as a liberating ideology. Yet in its need for 
versatile engineers” the society transformed Progressive Educa¬ 
tion into an instrument of socialization and social control. Thus it 
was the child os. the expert, self-direction us. external imposition, 
t regressive Education as ideology vs. Progressive Education as 
technique. 

Although this brief discussion by no means exhausts Bourne’s 
variety of concerns (particularly as expressed in his war essays), 
it does indicate the emergence of another line of social and 
cu tural criticism in twentieth-century America. Bourne stands as 
a representative figure and as one of the first in the tradition of 
American cultural radicalism. Neither an artist nor a philosopher 
Bourne worked at the fringes of politics, art, and social criticism 
toward uniting them in a thorough critique of American culture. 
Like many of his contemporaries Bourne felt that politics and 
culture, the personal and the public, were inextricably bound up 
with each other, and that health and vitality in one sphere 

cepended upon and in turn influenced these qualities in other 
areas of life. 

One must also recognize that Bourne’s efforts expressed a mood 
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o t irrh of ideology, a feeling in search of conceptualization. 
Hi Mime expressed both a celebration of life and a sense of 
till in al crisis. His thought, however, lacked a certain concreteness 
•mm I specificity and, as a thinker, Bourne lacked an overall, 
integrative system which would have tied together the problems 
•I youth, education, and the need for cultural rejuvenation and 
h filed them to America’s newly emerging industrial order. 

In 11 is critique of the Dewey an instrumentalists who jumped 
In id over heels into the war effort. Bourne groped toward an 
ideology different from the sort of liberal social engineering 
' lilcli neglected ends for means, values for techniques, and 
• ived inhumane objectives in the name of objectivity. By 1918 
lie had come to see the dangers of a society run by his “versatile 
i ngineers” since, as Veblen later noted, the engineers were a 
docile lot ready to act at the behest of those who controlled the 
mechanisms and determined the ends. Thus Bourne and Veblen, 
in reacting to the war experience and noting the potential power 
ol the engineers and managers, drew opposite conclusions as to 
what might and should happen in the future. The war experience 
revealed to Veblen the potential power of the engineers; to 
bourne, their fatal weakness. 

Bourne’s critique of the liberal war supporters was much more 
biting and cogent than much of his earlier writing, works which 
had smacked of the YMCA as much as they had of Nietzsche. 
Bourne’s thought was a peculiarly American brew; unsystematic, 
implicitly anarchistic, vitalistic and hostile to imposed values and 
structures, focusing on youth and education as keys to reform. 
Not the class struggle but the generational struggle, a battle of 
moods not concrete interests, was at the heart of his thought. In 
this sense Bourne was continuing the tradition begun by the first 
immigrants from Europe—a revolt against the dead hand of the 
past. Bourne’s thought went beyond this, however, and reflected 
a split xcithin American society rather than between America and 
Europe. He recognized the emergence of youth as a distinctive 
social force which had definite goals and particular interests in 
American society. 

The figure in whom these two strands of social thought were 
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uneasily joined was John Dewey. In his philosophy and practice, 
as thinker and educator, Dewey conceived his main task to be 
that of the mediator of all the polarities plaguing contemporary 
American society, education, and thought. Believing that life was 
a continual process, that education and philosophy must enter 
into and direct experience, and that there was finally no dichoto¬ 
my between individual and society, theory and practice, Dewey 
sought to synthesize the scientific aspect of human study with a 
close attention to individuality. 

John Dewey was America’s Karl Marx. In his 11th Thesis on 
Feuerbach, Marx had written: “The philosophers have only 
interpreted the world, in various ways; the point, however, is to 
change it”; 54 this as no other dictum describes Dewey’s efforts as 
a philosopher and social theorist. Indeed for Dewey, philosophy 
became social thought, the systematic application of human 
intelligence to experience so as to effect certain desired results. 

1 o accomplish this task, philosophy had to discontinue its interest 
in universals and transcendent concerns and come down to earth 
and the specific problems of man in society. The sharp division 
between doing and knowing which had been generalized into a 
complete separation of theory and practice had to be overcome. 55 

For Dewey the paradigm of this union of theory and practice 
was not, as for Marx, the revolutionary, but the scientist in the 
laboratory and, even more pertinently, the educational theorist 
applying his ideas in the Progressive school. “Education,” said 
Dewey, “is the fundamental method of social progress and 
reform.” 56 Thus the child as student, not the worker, became the 
focus and instrument of change. 

In a sense to stress education as a separate and discrete part of 
Dewey s thought is misleading. It was his fundamental conviction 
that the school was a part of society and that the good society 
was one which was never static, but rather continually education¬ 
al. Scholastic education was a particular aspect of social life in a 
complex society. Education as he wrote in Democracy and 
Education, “is the means of this social continuity of life.” 57 Yet 
conversely “all communication (and hence all genuine social life) 
is educative. 08 Education should inculcate attitudes of “sympa- 
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iliriir curiosity, unbiased responsiveness and open minded- 
11 - vs/™ those qualities best suited to insure survival in a complex 
aieirty changing under the pressure of technological and indus- 
li ml development. 

< )ne misleading interpretation of Dewey has it that he was a 
- Ill Id worshiper of sorts and an unstinting defender of the child’s 
wishes. 60 This view is not totally correct. It is far more true of 
educationalists such as G. Stanley Hall. In this matter as in others 
I )c\vey sought to strike a middle position. Dewey repeatedly 
1 ejected both Rousseauian notions of the child’s clear insight into 
Ins own needs and desires, and the conventional pedagogy of 
role learning, rigid discipline, and passive indoctrination. The 
el 1 iId was not to be allowed free rein in the classroom. Rather 
the teacher was to use the curriculum to give content and 
direction to the child’s own organic needs and natural activities. 

I .earning was neither purely intellectual nor mindlessly practical, 
just as school was neither a refuge from society nor identical with 
it. 

Finally the thrust of Dewey’s educational theory was to enable 
1 lie child to become an effective adult while making adults more 
like children. His goals—“sympathetic curiosity, unbiased respon¬ 
siveness and openness of mind”—were the virtues both of the 
child and of the scientist. 

What happened to Dewey’s thought is reminiscent of what 
happened to Hegel’s. One interpretation, which stressed educa¬ 
tion as supportive of the status quo and a direct preparation for 
it, would degenerate into the much-maligned ideology of life 
adjustment so characteristic of public education in the forties and 
lilties. The other interpretation, stressing experimentation, open¬ 
ness to experience, and individual expression, led to more radical 
educational experiments in the ensuing years. The needs of 
society and those of the child which were held in tension by 
Dewey soon parted company. With the increasing influence of 
Freud in the twenties and after, the radical wing of Progressive 
Education became all but indistinguishable from the educational 
ideology of a man like A. S. Neill and others who added to 
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educational self-direction and self-expression a belief in the 
healthy effects of untrammeled sexual expression. 

Generally these polarities of social control and individual 
release evident in Progressive thought defined the contours of 
subsequent twentieth-century American social theory. In theory 
and practice American liberalism shucked off its agrarian and 
decentralist biases and moved to embrace the centralized politi¬ 
cal state, regulation of the economy, and more generally a 
commitment to a wide ranging rationalization of individual and 
collective existence. 

After its flirtation with Marxist thought in the twenties and 
thirties, a phenomenon as all-pervasive as it was superficial, 
radical social theory ran aground. Many former radicals with¬ 
drew from public, political concerns. Others for all intents and 
purposes went over to liberalism and transformed it into a 
strange brew of native American protest, technocratic elitism, 
and European social democracy. But there were others, such as 
many of the intellectuals associated with Politics , who found 
these solutions unsatisfactory. In attempting to redefine radical 
social theory they were driven to a reevaluation of American and 
European thought. What united them was a fear of the totalitari¬ 
an potential of the centralized state, its close connection with a 
permanent war economy, and the power of large-scale institu¬ 
tions and the mass media to manipulate consciousness. On the 
positive side they noted the emergence of a society of potential 
abundance presenting new opportunities for individual fulfill¬ 
ment and making necessary a movement beyond the “Protestant 
Ethic,” the set of social and cultural values common to industrial¬ 
izing societies, whether capitalist or socialist. No longer did the 
older dualities of capitalism and socialism make much sense for, 
as T. B. Bottomore observed, “social criticism, which had meant 
in the latter part of the nineteenth century and up to the 1930’s 
principally a criticism of capitalist society, must now be taken to 
embrace the critical examination of both capitalism and social¬ 
ism.” 61 

It is to Politics and the effort to formulate a new radicalism 
that we will now turn since it was in that journal that many of 
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1 1 1 , themes of post-World War II radical social thought were first 
discussed and the “end of ideology” first announced. Also it was 
u, Politics that Freud made his appearance as a potential ally tor 
i new type of radicalism. 

H\c Example of Politics 

I he most interesting effort in the postwar years to formulate a 
new radical social theory' appeared in Dwight Macdonalds jour¬ 
nal Politics (1944-49). Macdonald’s purpose in starting Politics 
was “to create a center of consciousness on the Left,” but a Left 
„| the “democratic socialist” not Stalinist vintage. 62 Behind this 
impulse lay several years of growing disillusionment with ortho¬ 
dox Marxism on Macdonald’s part and an ever increasing bitter¬ 
ness over Stalin’s betrayal of the socialist ideal. Though the focus 
here will be on the efforts made by Macdonald and others to lay 
i he groundwork for a new type of radical social thought, the 
journal’s basic impulse was negative, involving primarily an 
attack on the Soviet Union as a “new form of class society ... a 
bureaucratic collectivism” which Macdonald considered the “most 
i langerous future enemy of Socialism. 03 Second only to Sta in s 
Russia as an object of withering abuse were American “liblabs 
who urged mindless unity in the war effort, gave unstinting 
support to the USSR, and issued blanket denunciations, of the 
German people. Included under the rubric of “liblab” were 
journals such as The New Republic, Nation, and PM, publicists 
such as Max Lerner and I. F. Stone, and, later, political figures 
such as Henry Wallace. 64 

For Macdonald there existed an intimate connection between 
the rhetorical style and the quality of ideas a man held. He took 
considerable pleasure in exposing the cant of American fellow 
travelers and the sloppy thinking he detected in their pronounce¬ 
ments. The best and most effective example of Macdonalds 
aesthetic-political criticism came in his hatchet job on Henry 
Wallace. Wallace and his “factitious optimism” regarding the 
possibility of American-Soviet cooperation were for Macdonald 
symbols of the disintegration in “the American lib-labor move¬ 
ment generally.” 65 Thus though disillusioned with the theory and 
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practice of Marxism, postwar liberalism of the Wallace vintage 
was no temptation for Macdonald. 

Politics also focused critical attention on Allied reconstruction 
plans in postwar Europe. Great Britain’s efforts to crush the 
Greek resistance movement and restore the royal family and a 
conservative regime in Athens came under heavy fire. In like 
manner Allied support for conservatives and monarchists in Italy 
was strenuously attacked. On the other end of the spectrum, 
Politics criticized American acquiescence to the Soviet Union and 
her minions in postwar Germany. An article in 1948 accused 
western Stalinists and liberals of aiding German Communists to 
gain control of communications media to the exclusion of the 
noncommunist socialists of the revived Social-Democratic party. 

Viewed from our own perspective, Macdonald’s hope of finding 
a third way in the postwar international political mess seems 
quixotic and his evaluation of the USSR as an expansionist power 
overdrawn. But to his credit, Macdonald realized as early as 1947 
how futile his endeavors along this line would probably be. He 
felt that “the Soviet Union plays in world politics the same role 
Nazi Germany did in 1936-39.” 66 On the other hand, he recog¬ 
nized that American foreign policy as embodied in the Truman 
Doctrine and the Marshall Plan, while valuable in resisting Soviet 
expansion, meant support for reactionaiy regimes. “The Truman 
Doctrine appears to be more a competitor than an opponent of 
the Kremlin,” Macdonald wrote without explaining the difference 
between a competitor and an opponent. He then went on to 
draw the dreary yet basically sound conclusion that “the situation 
seems desperate ... on the world scale politics is a desert without 
hope.” 67 

For many readers of Politics its tone was too negative and the 
standards too exacting, indeed utopian. Macdonald in essence 
admitted the substance without granting the judgment of this 
criticism when he replied in 1944 that “the task now seems to be 
one primarily of criticism.” 68 Indeed its negativism represented 
both the strength and the weakness of the journal. After the 
American Left’s involvement with Marxism in the 1930s, it was 
imperative that one of their own make the reasons for ending the 
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nllair quite clear without succumbing to the opposite temptation 
,,| joining the growing numbers of what would later be cal e 
(War liberals. 

Yet a thoroughgoing and exhilarating negativism was not 
enough. By instinct and training men such as Macdonald ant 
olliers associated with Politics were hostile to both the business- 
oriented American conservatism and New Deal liberal reform¬ 
ism. The intellectual and moral capital of Marxism was ex¬ 
hausted. The problem was to find an intellectually and mora y 
justifiable basis upon which a new radicalism could be built. And 
it is to this effort, one which continued throughout the existence 

< if Politics, that we will now turn. 

A basic assumption in the attempt to define a new radica ism 
was that the Soviet Union had betrayed the socialist faith and 
could no longer serve as a model for any future radical recon- 
st ruction of society. The Moscow Trials, the exile and murder of 
Trotsky, the existence of forced labor camps, the Nazi-Soviet 
pact all made support of Russian Communism an lmpossibi 1 y. 
Another compelling (actor in the disillusionment with Marxism 
was the apparent (allure o( Marxist prophecy; Bussrn had be- 
come a bureaucratic collectivism whose economy was stimulate 
by dominance of war . . . and whose production was planned by 
a bureaucratic apparatus.” 69 The inescapable conclusion was that 
the USSR was in reality not a socialist state. Although Macdonald 
I,ad severely attacked James Burnham’s Managerial Revolution 
when it had appeared in 1941, his eventual position resembled 
very nearly that of Burnham’s, even though Macdonald always 
denied that this “third way” of managerial or bureaucratic 
planning was inevitable. Macdonald and others were less con¬ 
cerned with the socioeconomic structure of contemporary Ameri¬ 
can reality, since as a capitalist society it was rejected out of 
hand. In general, however, America was no longer seen as a 
capitalist economy in the classical sense, but rather was desen e 
as being well on its way to becoming a centralized bureaucracy 
geared for the waging of war. 

Given this animus against the growth of the warfare state and 
the centralization inherent in such a development, it seems 
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almost- inevitable that the Politics radicals would be attracted to 
the other radica tradition of anarchism and syndicalism. React¬ 
ing as well to the horrors of strategic bombing, total war, and the 
use of atonnc weapons, they also moved toward pacifism. And 
c lsillusioned with the historical positivism of Marxism, they made 
an attempt to found a new radicalism on a psychobiological base. 

Une approach to a reformulation was a backward glance to 
earher non-Marxist radicals. The general form which these “An¬ 
cestor profiles took was a short biographical-intellectual sketch 
of the particular radical in question, followed by excerpts from 
is work. In a brief note prefacing the first profile, Macdonald 

^^ S6 T woud 'supplement and reshape the Marxist 
heritage, and promised future profiles of Diderot, Condorcet 
om Paine, St. Simon, Fourier, Herzen, Kropotkin, Tolstoy, 
Daniel DeLeon, and Rosa Luxemburg. Few of these figures were 
ever discussed in Politics and some who were profiled did not 
appear m the original list. 

The natural first choice for the “Ancestors” series was 
Proudhon. In his profile of Proudhon, J. H. Jackson emphasized 
the centrality of a federative principle in Proudhon’s thought 
wh.ch would serve as a much needed corrective to Marxism, 
abiamsm and Social Democracy, all of which “preached cen¬ 
tralization. The next Ancestor was a strange face in radical 
circles Alexis de Tocqueville. 72 For Sebastian Frank, Tocqueville 
was relevant to the postwar scene because he had prophesied the 
emergence of the concentration of power in the “Total State.” 73 

ocqueville, Frank noted, had observed that men tended to be 
exclusively concerned with private affairs in American society. As 
a result political apathy would become widespread and the 
commonwealth, by default, the exclusive concern of an ever¬ 
growing central government. 7 * The growth of centralized power 
and the emphasis on egalitarianism served as well to vitiate the 
pouvoirs secondaire” 75 —guilds, communities, clubs-which served 
to mediate the direct power and influence of the central gov¬ 
ernment. ithout these mediating and “checking” groups, which 
gave citizens a genuine taste for self-government and political 
participation, the society would drive toward disaster. 
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The third in the series (May 1946) was a more familiar figure 
In anarchist-radicals—Leo Tolstoy. Instead of an extended com¬ 
mentary, Macdonald reprinted two of Tolstoy’s essays in which 
Tolstoy rejected the notion that society could be understood and 
described by reductionist, scientific methods. Tolstoy also 
« I urged science with neglecting the higher priority of helping 
man solve his problems in favor of “studying everything” as 
though it were equally important. 76 Science, Tolstoy maintained, 
is occupied on the one hand with the justification of the existing 
order, and on the other hand with playthings.” 77 In the other 
1 ‘ssay Tolstoy questioned the European obsession with activity, 

< specially work, for its own sake; for Tolstoy it was this constant 
activity which obscured man’s real thoughts and desires and 
foreclosed the possibility of a life based on the ethic of love. 78 In 
printing these two essays, Macdonald pointed to two problems 
which would be central in postwar social thought—the role of 
science in human affairs and the nature and quality of work. 

In September of the same year an English intellectual, George 
Woodcock, contributed a profile of William Godwin. Woodcock 
noted Godwin’s “distrust of political solutions” 79 and thus put his 
finger on one source of appeal the Anarchist tradition held for 
postwar radicals, disillusioned with conventional politics of any 
stripe. That appeal was Anarchism’s antipolitical animus, its 
positive distrust of conventional political institutions such as 
representative bodies, and its emphasis on “natural,” i.e., economic 
or social, groupings, rather than artificial geographical ones as the 
basis of political organization. For Godwin: “Beneath the ques¬ 
tions like parliamentary representation and methods of taxation 
. . . there lay the fundamental and concrete reality of personal 
contacts between men within society.” 80 And finally Godwin’s 
interest in education and his feeling that “authority should play 
no part in the educational processes” 81 sounded much like the 
ideas on education expressed by Paul Goodman, though the 
rationales for their respective libertarian theories of education 
were somewhat different. 

In the winter of 194S Macdonald devoted a profile to Alexander 
Herzen. Macdonald praised Herzen’s critical insight into the 
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Revolutions of 1848 and valued his sense of the ironic which 
developed after that date. 82 According to Macdonald, Herzen’s 
response to the events of 1848 had been much more realistic than 
Marx’s: “if Marx was our man in the thirties, Herzen may be our 
man for the forties.” 83 

A final ancestor—Kurt Tucholsky—was presented in the sum¬ 
mer, 1948, issue of Politics. Tucholsky, a vibrant and central 
figure in the intellectual life of Weimar Germany, had been a 
polemicist, social-critic-satirist and writer of verse and fiction. 
Tucholsky, wrote Hans Sahl, was “the eternal fault finder ... a 
brilliant personality—original, witty, full of ideas.” 84 It was, how¬ 
ever, disturbing that Tucholsky was more interesting as a 
personality than as a thinker in his own right. And the placing of 
Tucholsky, whose description resembled no one so much as it did 
Dwight Macdonald, at the end of the series was symptomatic of 
the dead end many radicals had reached by 1948. 

Nevertheless some of the themes which were to dominate 
radical thought in Politics emerged in the historical profiles: a 
hostility to political and economic centralization, concern for the 
preservation, or, more to the point, the restoration of natural 
associations and voluntary groupings, a suspicion of science in its 
immoral and antihuman uses, and concern with the nature of 
work. No doubt the Ancestor series was a fine idea. There was a 
tradition there to be mined, but somehow a confluence of 
Macdonald’s personal predilections and an increasing pessimism 
as to the possibility of an ideological “third way” worked to make 
the series a failure. Nothing was more revealing than that the 
series began with Proudhon and ended with Tucholsky, one a 
product of nineteenth-century revolutionary optimism at its 
peak, the other a figure of a brilliant yet disillusioned sensibility, 
who committed suicide shortly after the demise of the Weimar 
Republic. 

Besides the Ancestors series there appeared in Politics an 
ongoing theoretical effort to define in a positive way the contours 
of a new radicalism. Macdonald himself began the effort in 
September, 1944, by sketching out what he considered the 
principles around which a new radical theory should form itself. 
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Uic.se were: no one should own more property than he could use 
or work himself, all other property was to be controlled by those 
who worked with it; political power should be allocated function- 
,11 v as in the soviet or worker’s council basis; all those in 
mlhority— politicians, judges, military officers, industrial and 
government exeeutives-should be elected and subjected to recall 
,„.d limited to a maximum continuous term in office; and t e 
only limitation on political activities was to be a veto on over 
attempts to overthrow the government by force. 85 

Although sketchy, these tentative guidelines indicated the 
direction of Macdonald’s radicalism. The “program” was interest¬ 
ing for several reasons. First, it did not call for the abolition of 
private property and by implication, betraying a Proudhomst 
influence, saw some benefit in the institution. Nor did it call for 
nationalization of major industries. Again the Anarcho-Syndicalist 
tradition cropped up with the idea of workers’ control of indus¬ 
tries and economic rather than geographical units as the basis o 
political power. Macdonald’s program was democratic in the 
Populist-Progressive tradition in its call for popular election o 
public officials and went beyond that tradition in calling for the 
election of industrial management. Conspicuously missing were 
any references to the “movement” or “logic” of history, indeed to 
any historical metaphysics at all. Nor was there any discussion of 
who might put these ideas into practice or how it might be done. 

Paul Goodman picked up where Macdonald left off by attac - 
ing the neo-Freudians for abandoning Freud’s emphasis upon the 
centrality of sex and thereby implicitly sanctioning a psychology 
which led to social engineering. Goodman then introduced t e 
thought of Freudian renegade Wilhelm Reich, who had specu¬ 
lated upon the intimate connection between sexual and pohtica 
repression. For Goodman, Reich’s work suggested a new basis for 
radicalism in the realm of psychology and biology to replace 
outworn Marxist notions. 80 

Others in Politics were concerned with a reevaluation ot 
Marxism. In January, 1946, Helen Costas maintained that the 
essence of socialism was not any particular institutional arrange¬ 
ments but “a set of moral relationships ... a struggle for a moral 
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ideal. 81 Miss Costas also attacked the intellectual, moral, and 
political authoritarianism of the western Communist parties and 
as a counterweight, proposed “a maximum of self-activity, sug¬ 
gestions and criticisms from below.” 88 Thus socialism was to be a 

system of moral imperatives rather than objective and “scien- 
tific.” 

Albert Votaw in his "Toward a Personalist Socialist Philoso¬ 
phy echoed some of Goodman’s themes. Instead of grounding 
socialist thought in the logic of history and the class struggle, 
Votaw opted for the view that "if Socialist thinking requires an 
absolute, it can well be found in what modem psychology has 
built in die discoveries of Freud.” 89 And Votaw, like Goodman, 
favored "the decentralization of productive units” with economic 
planning done "by a commission elected democratically on an 
industrial basis. ,)0 Only in this way did Votaw feel that the 
individual could be protected against the impersonality of mod¬ 
ern economic and social relationships. 

The reassessment was continued along much the same lines in 
the following two issues of Politics , with heavy emphasis falling 
on the need to recover the moral impulse behind socialism and 
the necessity for a nonauthoritarian, genuinely democratic radi¬ 
cal theory and practice. Nicola Chiaromonte pointed out that a 
socialism claiming to be based on "science” rather than on "an 
experience of Justice” was inadequate for the times. 91 Philip 
Spratt also dealt with the ethical problems inherent in Marxism 
when he noted that insofar as Marxism was a form of material¬ 
ism, it had no ethical content; yet insofar as it was a plan for 
action, it profoundly needed an ethic. He charged, along with 
many critics of Marxism, that Marxist ethics were built on a 
historical positivism according to which that which is "progres¬ 
sive” or "in tune with” history is good and that which is not is 
not. 92 

These various positions were by no means in harmony. While 
Goodman and Votaw wanted to replace the economic-historical 
basis of Marxism with a psychobiological one, it is difficult to see 
how this would have been much of an improvement for Chiaro¬ 
monte or Spratt with their emphasis on the moral. A biological 
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positivism would have hardly been an adequate substitute for an 
historical one. Yet neither Chiaromonte nor Spratt defined the 
basis of "justice.” There was obviously an agreement that 
Marxism, as ideology and practice, was bankrupt; its prophetic 
pretensions belied by historical developments and its ethical 
nihilism revealed by the policies of Stalinist Russia. More posi¬ 
tively, these thinkers did agree that any future radical theory and 
practice should be nonauthoritarian and should allow for wide¬ 
spread participation from below. Hence the appeal of the com¬ 
munitarian-anarchist position; the appeal to the nonhistorical, 
whether biological or moral; and the emphasis on the quality of 
economic and social relationships. 

The culmination of this effort at redefinition was Dwight 
Macdonald’s two-part essay, "The Root Is Man” (April and June 
1946). Macdonald’s interest in clarity of expression and precision 
with language served him well in his first section, where he 
attempted to redefine the ideological terminology of convention¬ 
al political discourse. He called all those thinkers "Progressives”— 
whether orthodox Marxists or Liberals—who believed in historical 
progress and found ethical imperatives in the historical process. 
The antithesis to the Progressive was the “Radical.” The Radical 
affirmed certain "non-historical absolutes (truth, justice, love)” 93 
as the basis for political thought and action. Following from this 
position the Radical "rejects the concept of Progress” in history 
and focuses his attention on the individual in the present. 94 The 
tragic, the ethical, and the nonscientific aspects of existence must 
be taken into account by any radical ideology. 

After this exercise in redefinition, Macdonald proceeded to 
examine Marxist theory. He pointed out, as so many others had, 
that contrary to Marx’s prediction, the state was manifestly not 
withering away, but rather aggrandizing power to itself by leaps 
and bounds. 95 This, Macdonald noted, was at least partly the 
result of two world wars and meant that the state structure had 
become "a new method of organizing natural resources—human, 
cultural, economic—for effective warmaking.” 96 This new state 
was neither socialist, since workers had no effective control over 
it, nor capitalist, since the free market no longer determined 
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production. Echoing Bourne’s prophetic utterance—“War is the 
health of the State”—Macdonald went on to assert that this 
condition was no temporary aberration; rather “the preparation 
and waging of war is now the normal mode of existence of every 
great nation.” 97 This development was completely unaccounted 
for by Marxist social thought. 

Nor was it the case that the warfare state was erected and 
maintained against the will of the workers. Indeed, Macdonald 
observed, the workers’ condition was often improved by war and 
national unity was achieved not through a more just economic, 
social, and political order, but by a semimobilization of all 
resources against some vague and undefined enemy. In short, and 
this was the second gaping hole in the Marxist armor, the idea of 
a proletarian-led revolution or even the “progressive” role of the 
working class was no longer tenable. Even the revolutions that 
had occurred had generally failed to follow the “working class 
pattern”; 98 in nonrevolutionary settings unions had “narrowed not 
broadened their concerns.” 99 

The responses to the first installment of Macdonald’s essay 
came mostly from Marxists, and were predictably obtuse. They 
were best summed up by George P. Elliot’s injunction to Macdon¬ 
ald that he “Join the Church.” 100 Though rejecting this advice 
and denying imminent conversion to some sort of transcendent 
faith, Macdonald did admit in response to his critics that he had 
become a little “fatigued by the rarified atmosphere of the 
magazine.” 101 

In July, 1946, Macdonald resumed his efforts on a yet more 
rarified level. The last half of “The Root Is Man” was devoted 
chiefly to the question of ethics and the possibility of a new 
radicalism. Reflecting his own abhorrence at the most recent 
perversion of science and technology—the use of atomic weap¬ 
ons—Macdonald rejected the claim that science could settle 
ethical questions. He then went on to locate the source of values 
in the individual when he wrote: “The locus of value choice . . . 
lies within the individual, not in Marx’s history, Dewey’s science, 
or Tolstoy’s God.” 102 Realizing that this was little more than 
rhetoric, Macdonald qualified the assertion by stating: “If there is 
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lines and not in Marx’s historical emphasis. This was 
definite as Macdonald chose to be. ., 

“SlsHl "the alienation of man from his own nature “ 
and a bit less profound though nevertheless crucial, tha 
man in the St ee, ... is quite simply bored with socialism. 

McaTSL stop 

number of supporters they gained The source ot: Furthermore 

SI SMl S S, SSSism and a free- 
dom from must keep in mind that it 
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a voluntans m and impatience with history.”'®'* Aspects 
of Ac charge were obviously true. Macdonald admitted hi 
to individualism. His new radicalism ,e„ voluntarisdc a „d on 
posed coercion of others Yet as I™, u , ' °P’ 

priHnnB “T”k Tf , as lrvui § H°we noted in his 

£ r; ioSS“tio^^ t 

sabotage under certain conditions. 109 

the^exfcrtenee c ? rrect ^' criticized Macdonald for claiming 
, , ' of certain moral absolutes without asserting mU rh 

ness < 5T Stratmg * 0leir source. This indeed was a major weak¬ 
ness of the essay, though Macdonald did go a bit farther than 
Howe admitted by tentatively adopting Goldmans pi ton ,£t 

= to - - — 

Though Howes refusal to “read off the working class as 
ushed and his assertion that the revolutionary movement was 

he Was t0 Po-t in his charge tha 
Macdonald s advocacy of psychological community bordered o, 

he snobbish and implied that corruption could only be avoided 
n a community of intellectuals and other saints.” 1 ” Obviously 
MacdonaJd’s idea of community needed much development As a 
1 • > co ogical community, one could see how it might easily fall 

Macdonalds communitarian-anarchism was reducedtTali^t 

unon rn * SOmethin 8 calle d community, based less 

Z UuTandlTt 7 ^aphic.l spaceman upon 

iteilectual and cultural predilections. There was no particularity 

pui pose; no specific goals were laid out. ^ 

What Macdonald’s essay gave witness to on another level was 

tbe emergence of a new intellectual elite-the New York Mec- 


The Framework of American Social Thought / 43 


Inals. This elite was characterized by a shared radical past, an 
intense intellectuality, a disillusionment with day-to-day domes¬ 
tic and world politics, and an intense anti-Stalinism. 112 As a 
sociological phenomenon the elite was to prove fascinating to 
itself and to others. But what they lacked, as Macdonald and the 
whole career of Politics indicated, was a positive vision or 
ideology. 

At one point in “The Root Is Man,” Macdonald wrote that 
“After the First World War American radicalism lost its mass 
roots.” After the Second War it lost its ideology and was reduced, 
at least for a time, to impotence. Most surprising in retrospect 
was the failure of the Politics' intellectuals to make use of 
American thinkers and an American intellectual tradition of 
anarchism and communitarianism. One explanation might be 
that, as Macdonald was later to note, the only American who 
wrote regularly for the journal was Paul Goodman. 113 Of the 
“Ancestors” series, not one profile dealt with an American think¬ 
er: no Emerson, Thoreau or Wendell Phillips, no William James, 
Dewey or Veblen, and only passing reference to Randolph 
Bourne. Marxism hung over the journal like the ghost of a 
deceased and distant but influential relative whose effect lingered 
on after death. Only the essays of Goodman and, at times, 
Macdonald gave a hint of things to come. 

The Uses of Freud 

The period after World War II was a time of intellectual 
retrenchment among liberal and radical intellectuals in America 
and Europe. As they surveyed the physical, moral, and intellec¬ 
tual wreckage of the postwar years, the conviction grew that 
something had gone amiss in the western tradition. The revela¬ 
tion of the systematic extermination of six million Jews, the 
realization of the totalitarian nature of Stalinist Russia, and 
America s use of nuclear weapons did much to disabuse many 
intellectuals of the notions of progress in history and of the 
perfectibility of man. From the vogue of existentialism to the rise 
of neoorthodoxy in Christianity, intellectuals were reassessing 
their views of man and society. 
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if , d e ™ 1SG ,° f Marxism as a persuasive radical ideology was 
paralleled by the rise of Sigmund Freud’s theories to prominence 
among postwar intellectuals. After World War II Freudian termi¬ 
nology became the common coin of the intellectual realm. As one 
observer wrote in 1948: “For when the political cliques of the 
80s lost their passion and died, they never really died, but rose 
o the bosom of the Father and were strangely transmogrified. 
Psychoanalysis is the new look, Sartor Resartus, but the body 
underneath is the same.” 114 

As the years passed, this preoccupation with Freud filtered 
own from the New York cultural pacesetters to less rarified 
level . Leaving behind the populist-Marxist rhetoric of the thir- 
hes (class struggle, oppression, reactionary, progressive, etc.) 
and the traditional rhetoric of western religion (sin, guilt right 
wrong, salvation, damnation), advanced intellectual circles and 
following them the educated middle class latched on to thera¬ 
peutic terminology and medical metaphors to explain themselves 
and their society to themselves. The psychoanalytic gospel 
actoi mg to Freud, Jung, and lesser popularizers, became some- 
mg of an ersatz religion, encompassing all sorts of heresies and 
schisms, orthodoxies and standard texts. 115 

Yet if psychoanalytic terminology was widely applied, it was 
not used m any rigorous or orthodox sense. There were at least 
two reasons for this. First the psychoanalytic movement itself had 
seen a growing intellectual and geographical diaspora since the 
eai y t irties As the psychoanalytic movement was forced to 
disperse under Nazi pressure in Germany and Austria, most 
psychoanalysts emigrated to either England or America. And 
once in their adopted homelands the movements elements grew 
even farther apart intellectually. 116 

PsychoanaJysis underwent not only theoretical and therapeutic 
modifications, but also began to be applied afresh in nonthera- 
peutic contexts. Long before the diaspora the ranks of psychoan¬ 
alysis had included those with interests in other than the strictly 
therapeutic. Taking a cue from Freud himself, students of 
an iropo ogv and mythology had brought psychoanalytic con¬ 
cepts to bear on their studies. Others like Wilhelm Reich and 
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I\rich Fromm had in the thirties attempted to wed Freud and 
Marx. In the postwar years American literary critics such as 
I lionel Trilling, Alfred Kazin, Leslie Fiedler, and Stanley Edgar 
Ilyman made much use of depth psychology to illuminate 
literary texts, the process of artistic creation, and the relationship 
ol literature to cultural and psychological archetypes. Likewise 
tlie years after the war saw the enrichment (or some would say 
the dilution) of Judaism and Christianity by psychoanalytic 
insights and the application of depth psychology to such diverse 
matters as industrial relations and advertising. 117 

I'he Chastened Progressives / In America young liberal intellec¬ 
tuals such as Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., were attracted to the critical 
realism of theologian Reinhold Niebuhr. No longer were progres¬ 
sive pieties about the Soviet Union or the overly optimistic social 
thought of a John Dewey given much credence. 118 Perhaps the 
most eloquent spokesman for those chastened progressives who 
made use of Freud was the literary critic Lionel Trilling. In his 
The Liberal Imagination (1950), Trilling mounted a measured 
yet incisive critique of the American mind, a mind he character¬ 
ized as almost unalterably liberal. As a man of letters, Trilling 
expressed his concern with the radical disjunction between the 
social and political views of America’s educated classes and the 
vision of man embodied in the best of modern literature. 119 His 
goal was the reconstitution of "the liberal imagination” so as to 
allow for a degree of complexity and a sense of the tragic to 
replace a rather mindless optimism about man. 

Though Trilling was talking more of a liberal mood than a 
coherent set of ideas, he went so far as to define liberalism: "a 
ready if mild suspiciousness of the profit motive, a belief in 
progress, science, social legislation, planning and international 
co-operation, perhaps especially where Russia was in ques¬ 
tion.” 120 It was Trilling’s contention that between these rather 
nebulous principles and "the deep places of the imagination” 121 
there was scarcely any commerce. Sigmund Freud became the 
hero of Trilling’s essay since by exploring "the deep places of the 
imagination” Freud had given voice to the tragic and the 
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complex in the human situation with which superficial liberalism 
and social engineering were unable to cope. Freud’s was a bod\ 
of thought in the line of “classic tragic realism,” and for that 
reason, far superior to the “simple humanitarian optimism” which 
Trilling believed had proved “politically and philosophical 1\ 
inadequate” as well as a “kind of check on the creative facul 
ties.” 122 

Central to Trilling’s argument was the assumption that culture 
and politics were intimately related. In a time when “all over tin* 
world the political mind lies passive before the action and the 
event” and there seemed to be a “regression from psychoanalysis 
... marked by the most astonishing weakness of mind,” 123 Trilling 
called for a newer more complex thought that would do justice to 
the complexities of the postwar political and social reality. But it 
was not to be Dewey or Marx, but Sigmund Freud who would 
point the way. 

In his extended essay Freud and the Crisis of Our Culture 
(1955), Trilling pointed out that Freud was crucial for modern 
man in that he spoke against the conformist implications of 
liberal thought which held that “man can be truly himself and 
fully human only if he is in accord with his cultural environ¬ 
ment.” 124 For Trilling, as for Goodman, the biological emphasis 
in Freud’s thought provided the justification for the seifs resist¬ 
ance to incorporation into whatever social and cultural struc¬ 
tures prevailed. The implication was that man was by definition 
“alienated”; not only was utopian social engineering impossible, it 
was positively dangerous. 

The general tenor of realism which Trilling so lucidly set forth 
found echoes, though of a slightly different nature, elsewhere. In 
a volume entitled Freud and the 20th Century (1956), several 
writers noted Freud’s affinities with the neoorthodox as well as 
the tragic view of man. In his essay “Freud and the Revisionists,” 
Will Herberg scored the naive “Rousseauism” of men such as 
Erich Fromm and praised Freud’s “biologism” which “serves him 
well in fostering his stubborn insistence that the trouble lies deep 
in man and is not simply the result of adverse social condi¬ 
tions.” 125 In doing so Herberg came close to claiming Freud for 
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iI k- orthodox tradition because of his “iconoclasm.’ Likewise 
Ik-inhold Niebuhr gave Freud credit for destroying the naive 
optimism about man which had lingered on since the Enlighten¬ 
ment and generally found more to praise than blame in Freuds 

scientific realist account of human behaviour.” 128 

The preceding discussion by no means exhausts this line of 
thought, but it docs demonstrate one use of Freud in the postwar 
period. For the chastened progressives, whether secularists or 
men of religion, Freuds pessimism as to the possibility of 
perfecting man or society was a useful antidote to liberal and 
radical ideologies. In this view the cardinal sin of modem man 
lay in his forgetfulness of his limitations and the limitations o 
social engineering. Freud’s death-aggression instinct was seen as 
the secular variant of the doctrine of original sin or as a modem 
version of the tragic vision. 

The problem was that in the hands of lesser men this position 
became a set of stultifying and conventional pieties and came 
close to being a rationale for the political and social status quo. It 
easily led as well to a “wallowing in despair” a mood of self-pity 
and castigation which ignored the possibility of change in the 
name of realism. In short, complexity came to be seen as an 
excuse for inaction and a withdrawal from politics. All utopian 
schemes and ideological systems were seen as acts of hubris 
which could only lead to disaster. Unable, and perhaps under¬ 
standably so, to conceive of a radicalism which was not tainted 
by dogmatic Marxism or mindless optimism, and mesmerized by 
the real horrors of the previous decade, this chastened progres- 
sivism exhibited much of what David Riesman was to call a 
“failure of nerve.” Historical change and an enthusiasm for 
experimentation were suspect. Freud had become the great con- 
server of the western tradition. 

At the heart of the position of the chastened progressives was a 
confusion between the “political” and “cultural.” Aside from the 
validity of the idea of original sin and the attempt to read Freud 
as a supporter of this view, it was not at all clear what specific or 
even general political position was thereby entailed. The concept 
of sin, the tragic, and the death instinct were plainly not 
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categories of political discourse. In fact neither neoorthodoxy no. 
Freudiamsm had political content as such. As a result, though 
Schlesinger, Trilling, and Niebuhr called into question America's 

iberal mind, their politics were of a piece with a John 
Dewey. On the other hand, Will Hcrberg moved steadily 
rightward in the postwar years. And in the realm of foreign 
policy, the two high priests of neoorthodoxy, Niebuhr and Swiss 
theologian Karl Barth, parted company on the dangers of com 
mumsm, with Barth taking the “softer” position. In other words 
hcse men advanced cultural-philosophical arguments againsl 
political ideologies and action. Ultimately there was a con¬ 
nection but in setting the terms of the debate the way they did 
and confusing the levels of argument, they contributed to as well 

as expressed, the stagnation of social and political thought in 
postwar America. 

7 'he Liberal Left / In a series of four essays, three of which were 
wntten in 1946 and one in 1950, David Riesman attempted a 
cii iquc o Freud which was to serve two purposes: to place 
reud and his work in the context of late nineteenth-century 
European society and culture, and to provide a critique of the 
new pessimism which had claimed Freud for the side of original 
sin and religion in general. 

Riesman’s essays focused on the themes of work and play 
authority and liberty, heroism and weakness, religion and science 
in Freuds thought. His method was that of the sociology of 
knowledge plus a measured psychoanalysis of Freud himself To 
Riesman, Freud expressed attitudes in many respects characteris- 

fl C °i 'iT V , IC e 0nan ethos and an economy of scarcity. Riesman 
found Freud, for example, “a believer in the theory of elites” 128 in 
politics and in his condescending attitude toward the masses 
women, children, and artists, the quintessential late nineteenth- 
century bourgeois gentleman. And yet, Riesman noted, Freud 
was also a profound democrat in his conception of the relation- 
s ip between normality and neurosis; each man was subject to 
psychological disturbances, no matter what his status. Additional- 

y JTmr 35 ^ 11 ? ° f tHe 6rSt t0 pay serious att e n «on to the child 
and childhood, the neurotic, the sexually disturbed, and thus to 
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i Kempt to alleviate human distress. In short Freud “was ambiva- 
I«*nt; he provides the texts for the partialities of incorporation, 
iiicl for contradictory life paths and social policies.” 129 

Riesman was particularly insightful in his comments about 
Freud’s popularity among hard-nosed intellectuals and theolo¬ 
gians. Though Freud's pessimism and realism were nonconform¬ 
ist in Freud’s time Riesman remarked that “it is pessimism 
which has now become complacent.” 130 Freud’s own lack of 
sentimentality and his stoic heroism were particularly appealing 
to “the current vogue of the tough guy” 131 and Freud’s use by an 
avant-garde “increasingly sympathetic toward religion” particu¬ 
larly misguided. While the ncoorthodox intellectuals claimed that 
Freud “dethroned claims of rationalism and positivism and 
upheld those of the dark irrational forces in man,” 132 Riesman 
pointed out that Freud’s therapeutic goal had been based on 
a thoroughgoing Enlightenment hope in the capacity of reason to 
understand and control those same forces. Likewise Riesman 
maintained that Freud considered anxiety, one of the favorite 
concepts of the neoorthodox, a sign of “weakness and sexual 
inadequacy” rather than “of potential grace.” 133 Freud’s 
pessimism allowed for no transcendent source of aid, and to 
claim Freud for original sin was “at best an analogy.” 134 Indeed 
for Riesman Freud had actually failed to take religion seriously 
enough and, in questioning all religious and ethical acts, had 
contributed to “a new kind of hypocrisy, in which we have to 
cover up anything decent in ourselves and call it tough.” 135 

Though Riesman presented no alternative of his own to the 
“religious” interpretation of Freud, he did call for “a revival of 
the tradition of utopian thinking” in what he aptly named a “time 
of disenchantment.” 130 In an essay devoted to a discussion of the 
Goodman brothers’ Communitas , Riesman scored the “self-styled 
realists” for their fear of projective plans and their underestima¬ 
tion of the possibilities for alternative social and political arrange¬ 
ments. In a time when “the Jeremiahs share a widespread, and in 
that sense comforting defeatism,” 137 what was needed were more 
men possessing a “nerve of failure,” a willingness to stand alone, 
without support from the Zeitgeist, and not run with the pack. In 
this sense Freud was for Riesman “one of the great intellectual 
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heroes of all time.” 138 Freuds teachings needed much modifica 
tion and should be selectively used; indeed the content was more 
of intellectual interest than personal meaning. Yet Freud the man 
and thinker stood out as an example of intellectual daring and 
persistence, one who had dared go against the grain. 

Riesman's efforts were clearly to the point in speaking out 
against a growing antiutopian and narrowly drawn realism. Yet 
his treatment of Freud was itself disturbing. In saying that 
Freud's teachings were dated and/or offered something for 
everybody, Riesman in effect took Freuds work less seriously 
than the more orthodox Freudians and chastened progressives. In 
doing this he tended to relegate Freud to intellectual history, 
safely removed from any contemporary relevance. It was finally 
Freud, the man, not Freud, the thinker, who was to be emulated. 

The Radical Freudians / But there was still another use made of 
Freud in social and cultural criticism in the postwar years. This 
was that of the radical Freudians—Paul Goodman, Herbert 
Marcuse, and Norman Brown. Although thinkers of widely 
disparate backgrounds and traditions, they had much in com¬ 
mon. Each of one degree or another sought to combine a concern 
for instinctual and erotic liberation with political and social 
radicalism, cultural with political concerns. 

In terms of the psychoanalytic tradition they are a strange 
breed. Goodman, Marcuse, and Brown share with orthodox 
Freudians a belief in the centrality of sexuality in human 
existence, yet reject or radically modify Freud's concept of the 
death-aggression instinct and Freud's personal and cultural con¬ 
servatism. They manifestly have little sympathy with the Freud 
of the chastened progressives. Their concern with political and 
social forces suggests common ground with revisionists such as 
Erich Fromm. Yet they fundamentally and explicitly reject the 
revisionists' demotion of the sexual to a back bench in the 
parliament of human instincts. Nor are they much concerned 
with ego psychology or the preoccupation with personal identity. 
They come closest to the tradition of Wilhelm Reich and his 
attempt to unite political and sexual radicalism. 


FREUD AND REICH 




To understand the relationship between the radical Freudians 
and the writings of Freud himself, it is necessary not only to be 
familiar with certain aspects of Freud’s own work, but also to 
examine the theoretical efforts of the Austrian psychoanalyst 
turned social radical and finally cosmic religionist, Wilhelm 

Reich was a Freudian heretic, one of the more outspoken 
schismatics, who had, as early as 1933, been excluded from the 
International Psychoanalytic Movement. 1 Yet Reich’s heresy was 
not that of the neo-Freudians who had come to emphasize social 
and cultural forces in the development of the individual person¬ 
ality at the expense of Freud’s instinct theory. 2 Like the neo- 
Freudians, Reich rejected Freud’s notion of the death-aggression 
instinct, but clung fast to the original libido theory. Indeed it 
would not be far off the mark to say that Reich was more 
Freudian than Freud, in that he went back to the early Freudian 
instinct theory and refused to accept the master’s later teaching 
regarding the death instinct and the inevitable repressive nature 

of all cultural and social structures. 

Interestingly enough the core of Reich’s thought-that neurosis 
and hence human unhappiness can be traced back to sexual 
repression-represented quite accurately the manner in which 
Freud was first “read” and has continued to be interpreted by the 
popular mind in America. 3 Reich, in truth, did feel that sex was 
everything and that without sexual liberation a genuinely healthy 
and just society was an impossibility. It was Reich s contention 
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that Freud failed to carry his own argument far enough In 
examining, and then trying to change, the society which demand 
ed sexua! repression from its members. In other words, Reich 

Fr T S t6achingS had evolutionary implications and 
lat the logical step from individual therapy to social change and 
even revolution had to be made. 

Freud's Instinct Theory 

At the heart of the theoretical conflict between Freud and Reich 
was the matter of man’s instinctual makeup and its relationship 
to the society and culture in which man found himself.* 

At the outset it must be stressed that Freud never arrived at a 
na defi nition of instinct. Nonetheless he maintained that the 
concept of instinct was still useful as a working tool in his investi- 

fiqnsT ? hl , S l hree C ° ntrihutions to « Theory of Sexuality 
( 905), Freud advanced a tentative definition of instinct which 

pu stress on the biological source of instinctual energy. In this 
work Freud wrote that an instinct was “the psychic representa¬ 
tion of a continually flowing inner somatic source of stimulation 
• • • one of the concepts marking the limits between the psychic 
an e physical. 5 Like the unconscious, this inner somatic 
source manifested itself in the psychic apparatus, yet was never 
observable as such. Indeed as he used the term Freud referred 
to the psychic representation” rather than the somatic source. 
The goal of instinctual impulses, the lessening of tension, was 
the core of Freud s concept of pleasure. 

Though in his early writings Freud had posited two basic sets 
° instincts the self-preservative or ego instincts and the sexual 
instincts, his stress, theoretically and therapeutically, fell on the 
sexual instincts and the repression of sexuality as the cause of 
individual neuroses. In “Three Contributions,” he asserted that 
this contribution (of sexual instincts) supplies the only constant 
an most important source of energy in neuroses.” 7 Also impor- 
ant in Freuds early discussion were the twin phenomena of 
sadism and masochism. Freud was later to incorporate these two 
phenomena into the death instinct, but, in “Three Contributions ” 
he held that sadism was merely an “aggressive component of the 
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sexual instinct.” 8 Though less certain as to the source of maso¬ 
chism, Freud tended to the view that it was a secondary 
phenomenon and resulted from a transformation of sadism. 9 

In “On Narcissism: An Introduction” (1914), Freud took a first 
crucial step in modifying his instinct theory. In this essay Freud 
moved to the position that the ego instincts were charged with a 
heavy libidinal component, and inferred from this that narcissism 
(self-love yet an ego instinct) was a primary phenomenon. 10 
Freud came to this conclusion by observing that the infant 
initially perceives everything in his world as part of his own self. 
As a result, the first pleasure he experiences is self-pleasure. Thus 
the libido, the energy supplying the sexual instincts, is at first 
directed toward the infant himself. As the infant grows he soon 
learns to differentiate himself from the world and the external 
objects of pleasure, e.g., his mother’s breasts, from self-pleasure. 
The upshot of this insight was that narcissism, the original ego 
instinct, was likewise a function of the sexual instincts. Thus 
Freud at this point came close to a monistic rather than a 
dualistic theory of the instincts. The problem which he could not 
resolve was that though “the hypothesis of separate ego-instincts 
and sexual instincts ... is essentially supported upon the facts of 
biology” this dualism was not supported psychologically. 11 

As a cultivated European, Freud was profoundly shaken by the 
experience of World War I. In his essay “Thoughts for the Times 
on War and Death” (1915), Freud expressed a sense of aliena¬ 
tion from a Europe which had been plunged into civil war after 
some one hundred years of relative peace. This sense of standing 
“helpless in a world that has grown strange” 12 arose from the 
spectacle of supposedly civilized men reverting to primitive 
barbarism, and was accompanied by the realization that in 
Europe there were “many more cultural hypocrites than truly 
civilized men.” 13 Freud also voiced the opinion that one finally 
had to grant that man’s nature was made up of “instinctual 
impulses” which were neither good nor bad in themselves. As a 
scientist he was obliged to describe mental phenomena dispas¬ 
sionately. Yet his own sense of values demanded that he judge 
the results of the imperfect internalization of civilized values and 
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the failure of the erotic instincts to keep the egoistic ones in 
check. Thus in this essay Freud reverted to his older instinctual 
dualism. One senses from the essay that Freud felt his original 
dualistic theory to be inadequate as a tool for explaining the 
violence and aggression that the war had loosed. Clearly the toll 
exacted in lives was the result of something more deep-seated, 
much more ominous, than the instinct of self-preservation. 

In the aftermath of the war Freud was led to modify his 
instinct theory. At the sixth International Psychoanalytic Con¬ 
gress (1920), Freud read a paper entitled “Supplements to the 
Theory of Dreams” which grew out of his work with war 
neurotics in the Vienna General Hospital. In the paper Freud 
moved beyond his earlier view that the goal of dreaming was 
simply wish fulfillment, according to the pleasure principle, and 
pointed to a self-punishing component in some dreams. This view 
he was to develop into his concept of repetition compulsion and 
ultimately the idea of the death instinct. 14 

With the publication of Beyond the Pleasure Principle (1920), 
Freud returned to a doggedly dualistic theory of instincts by 
positing a death instinct, Thanatos, which worked against the life 
instincts or Eros. Eros, for Freud, included the sexual instincts, 
most of the egoistic or self-preservative impulses, and those 
drives and forces which enhanced and unified life. Thanatos, on 
the contrary, included the tendency to self-punishment in the 
individual as well as those impulses which denied life and 
disrupted civilized existence. As mentioned before, this new 
instinctual dualism was grounded in Freud’s observation that 
many of the traumatized soldiers in their dreams attempted to 
relive and master the battle situation which had occasioned their 
illness. Thus Freud hypothesized that perhaps there was some 
innate tendency in the psychobiological makeup of man “which 
overrides the pleasure principle,” was “independent of it,” and 
seemed “to be more primitive.” 15 

Freud then proceeded in an admittedly speculative manner to 
expand on his earlier definition of instinct. He now maintained 
that the instincts seemed to aim for a restoration of “an earlier 
state of things” 16 and were thus not only conservative but 
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decidedly reactionary. This reactionary impulse, it seemed to 
Freud, was “an urge inherent in organic life” in general. 17 As for 
the life instincts, Freud advanced the idea that these were also 
conservative in that they expressed the wish of an organism not 
so much to live as to “die only in its own fashion.” 18 The force of 
Eros was in effect, however, a check on the tendency toward a 
regression to an earlier state. 

The crucial, though perhaps illogical, jump Freud then made 
in Beyond the Pleasure Principle was to link this regressive 
tendency of organisms with the inevitable death of all organisms, 
and thus to equate this regressive instinct with what he called 
the death instinct. Or expressed another way, since the aim of the 
instincts, according to his older definition, was to diminish 
tension, and since this was also his definition of pleasure, the 
ultimate pleasure was complete stasis or death. 

One senses from the text that Freud was greatly relieved to 
have once more established a dualistic instinct theory and in 
doing so to have countered those critics who had said that 
“psychoanalysis explains everything by sexuality.” 19 Freud tenta- 
tively revised his explanations of sadism and masochism as well. 
He speculated that the individual expression of the death instinct 
was a masochistic urge, and that masochism thus became a 
primary phenomenon. In turn this implied that rather than being 
an aggressive component of the ego instincts, sadism was a 
death instinct which, under the influence of the narcissistic libido, 
has been forced away from the ego and has consequently only 
emerged in relation to the object.” 20 Aggression directed outward 
was an instinctual but a secondary phenomenon. Beyond the 
Pleasure Principle ended on the somber note that “the pleasure 
principle seems actively to serve the death instinct.” 21 

Freud developed his ideas further in The Ego and the Id 
(1923). It was, however, in Civilization and Its Discontents 
(1930) that Freud extensively developed the implications of the 
conflict within man and between man and culture; his conclusion 
was that culture (or civilization) of necessity had to restrain 
mans instinctual strivings, if both man and civilization were to 
survive. 
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From a common-sense standpoint it is self-evident why man’s 
aggressive instincts should be curbed, but it is less than self 
evident why sexual renunciation and repression must be imposed 
on human beings. For Freud, culture demanded that the instincts 
in general should be curbed in the name of “Beauty, cleanliness 
and order.” 22 The essence of a civilization, indeed its defining 
characteristic, was the development of mans intellectual and 
aesthetic capabilities based upon an organized and orderly mode 
of living. It would be quite valid to argue that the defining char¬ 
acteristics he set down as essential for culture expressed his eth 
nocentricity and illustrated the extent to which Freud was a pris¬ 
oner of his times. At any rate, Freud’s presupposition was that 
man was a closed energy system and thus energy expended in one 
sphere of activity would take away energy from another, i.e., 
intellectual efforts will subtract from sexual or aggressive energies. 

Freud was involved in something of a tautology. He defined 
culture as that which “differentiates our lives from those of our 
animal forebears.” 23 The answer to the question “what is man?” 
was that he was the cultural animal. Culture was defined as that 
which man has. By definition, then, man sublimates and represses 
his instinctual energies, and thus the source of culture’s highest 
achievements. Repressed instincts are those pushed back into the 
unconscious to emerge in dreams or reappear in antisocial forms. 
Or they are absorbed ... so that something appears in place of 
them which in an individual we call a character trait.” 24 Thus for 
Freud culture implied renunciation or rechanneling of the in¬ 
stincts, specifically a lessening of sexual expression. 

Speaking more directly to the last point, Freud noted that the 
sexual attachment of the male to the female and, to a lesser 
extent, of the parents to the children conflicted with society’s 
need to “cement men and women together in larger units.” 25 
Civilized life demanded work and cooperative activity in order 
to survive. As Freud put it: “Women represent the interests of 
the family and the sexual life; the work of civilization has become 
more and more men’s business.” 26 In short, Eros works against 
sexuality and demands that the latter be diverted from its 
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original object and used in the cooperative efforts demanded by 
life within civilization. 

Yet even within the family the sexual choices are restricted. 
The basic expression of this restriction is the incest taboo which 
lies at the heart of the Oedipus complex; indeed it is central to 
the development of civilization. Whether explained historically 
by the primal horde story or functionally by the necessity for the 
child to give up his mother as a libidinal object in order to 
become independent—a separate human being—and carry on the 
work of culture, it is inevitable, according to Freud, that society 
demands this restriction of sexual expression. Thus the centrality 
of the incest taboo which Freud felt was “perhaps the most 
maiming wound ever inflicted throughout the ages on the erotic 
life of man.” 27 

Besides the incest taboo Freud pointed out that the peculiar 
sexual mores of western civilization further restricted sexual 
choice to members of the opposite sex and demanded as well 
monogamous heterosexual marriages. Freud’s message thus 
seemed unequivocal: the demands of civilized existence, on the 
day-to-day level and in the realm of high cultural achievement, 
are met at the expense of instinctual gratification. Culture is by 
definition repressive. 

At the same time that culture demands libidinal renunciation, 
modification, and diversion in the service of Eros, it (culture) 
was also the embodiment of the life instincts working against the 
disruptive effects of Thanatos and human aggression. Thus civili¬ 
zation demands a renunciation of aggression, or at least that it be 
channeled into acceptable forms. For Freud, “The tendency to 
aggression . . . constitutes the most powerful obstacle to cul¬ 
ture.” 28 

In addition to the erotic forces which bind men together and 
work against the disintegrative tendencies of aggression, Freud 
added another controlling force in the individual psyche—the 
superego or conscience. Man learns to repress himself in the 
sense that the energy of the superego is supplied by internalized 
aggression: “it is sent back where it came from, i.e. directed 
against the ego.” 29 Each time an aggressive act or emotion is 
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repressed, the strength of the superego is augmented. In terms ol 
the individual's development, the aggressive impulses felt towan I 
the father are renounced due to the dread of the loss of love; the 
father is then incorporated psychologically in the form of the 
superego. The peculiar product of this formation is a sense of 
guilt; this results both from the conflict between the sexual desire 
for the mother and the threat of the father and from the 
aggressive urge against the father in conflict with the fear of 
losing his love. To repeat, the energy for the superego is supplied 
by the aggressive impulses turned back on the ego; the content ol 
the superego is composed of society’s rules, customs, laws, etc., 
constraints which the culture uses to control the individual 
through the agency not only of the father but also of “educators, 
teachers, people chosen as ideal models.” 30 The development of 
the sense of guilt is the price of life within civilization. It is the 
outcome of the conflict between the libidinal demands and the* 
superego as well as of that between the aggressive instincts and 
the superego. Put more succinctly, it is the result of the “eternal 
struggle between Eros and the destructive or death instinct.” 31 

Thus Freud saw the relationship of the individual to his own 
instinctual makeup as well as his relationship to culture as 
exceedingly complicated. The life of the individual and the life 
of the culture are subsumed under the conflict between Eros and 
Thanatos. Eros—the unifying and binding, the creative and life 
enhancing power—works in opposition to its own sexual com¬ 
ponents. And, analogously, Thanatos—the disruptive and destruc¬ 
tive—is checked by the aggressive energies as they find embodi¬ 
ment in the superego. Civilization is the working together of Eros 
and aggression. The sexual and the aggressive instincts seek to 
break the bonds of culture. Thus there are dualisms within 
dualisms. Aspects of the opposing instincts work together against 
aspects of opposing instincts. Eros and guilt hold things together; 
sexuality and Thanatos threaten to break things apart. Culture, 
like the unconscious, knows no logic. 

A critique of Freud’s instinct theory must obviously address 
itself to the matter of the death instinct. Freud himself had 
seemed uncertain about exactly how to take this into account, 
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mil had recommended that it be ignored in therapy, at least at 
Ihsi. In The Ego and the Id (1923), Freud admitted that I am 
nnly putting forward a hypothesis; I have no proof to offer.” 32 By 
| and the appearance of Civilization and Its Discontents , 
however, the death instinct had assumed a prominent position, if 
not the major one, in his metapsychological speculations. 

One source of confusion, conceptually, was Freud’s linking 
together of what he called the death instinct and man’s instinctu¬ 
al aggressiveness. As J. A. C. Brown points out in his book Freud 
and the Post-Freudians : “Freud has confused two entirely sepa- 
nite concepts: the first, that aggression is innate in man . . .; the 
erond, that because all men die and all behaviour is striving, 
they must also be striving for death . . . because aggression can 
become directed against the self as demonstrated clinically, 
therefore aggression and the death instinct are one and the 
Mime .” 33 In short, to believe that man is instinctually aggressive 
(Iocs not mean that man has a biological urge to die. 

Kven in the context of Civilization and Its Discontents , Freud’s 
• leath-aggression instinct presented problems. The fact of human 
aggression, whether instinctually grounded or not, was well- 
mt(‘grated into his discussion of the instinctual repression neces¬ 
sary for the existence of civilization. Freud did not, however, 
make much use of the death instinct, i.e., primary masochism, as 
such. One might wonder if and how culture also represses the 
death instinct. Is it sublimated in the same fashion as sexuality? 
(Mher than in the cases of suicide and war does the individual or 
society manifest a tendency to self-destruction in the same way 
as the sexual impulses manifest themselves? Freud failed to deal 
with such questions. 

It was, of course, because of the death instinct and its 
concomitant aggression that Freud was profoundly pessimistic 
concerning the possibility of a nonrepressive social order in which 
individuals had escaped the dominance/submission nexus char¬ 
acteristic of human existence. Thus on several occasions Freud 
expressed skepticism about the Marxist vision of a classless 
society. He had no particular objection to the confiscation and 
nationalization of private property and, if Reich is to be believed, 
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expressed tentative interest in and approval of attempts in the 
early years of the Bolshevist rule to do away with some of the 
repressive laws and customs governing marriage, abortion, and 
contraception. Yet Freud remained convinced that none of this, 
in and of itself, would bring about the end of social divisions and 
domination, or make possible the abolition of cultural restraints 
on human instinctual life. 

Freud has often been charged with neglecting the influence of 
social forces in the development of the individual in favor of an 
emphasis on the role that the instincts—the “constants’—play. The* 
contention is true insofar as the main thrust of Freud’s thought, 
especially in later years, placed the locus of instinctual restriction 
within rather than outside the individual. Man, for Freud, was no 
tabula rasa’’ upon which the forces of society and culture wrote 
their demands. Rather culture and society came into continual 
conflict with the instinctual forces within the individual. 

On the other hand, few other thinkers in the western tradition 
have been so aware of and have made so integral a part of their 
work the idea that the individual human being is profoundly and 
rather unhappily formed by the cultural and social matrix into 
which lie finds himself born. For Freud, man and culture were 
inextricably linked and externally in conflict. Man was neither a 
passive cipher nor the master of his fate. He was conscious and 
unhappy. 

There was in Freud s thought little differentiation among 
cultures or within cultures as to the type and amount of repres¬ 
sion demanded of an individual. Nor did he discuss at any length 
the various functions that the family, the state, or any type of 
intermediate sized institution played in the development of the 
individual or the life of the society. Freud did draw the distinc¬ 
tion between primitive and more highly developed societies, yet, 
in doing so, he merely used the primitive societies as analogies 
illustrating how and why men in “advanced” societies related to 
themselves, others, and the gods.’’ For Freud the great water¬ 
shed in the history of the race was the killing of the father by the 
sons. Though civilizations rose and fell, man’s basic psychic 
structures, as well as the social context in which he finds himself, 
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u » rr all prefigured in the primordial conflict, murder, guilt, 
ienunciation of the mother, and establishment of collective 
ifinals. As Philip Rieff has written: “If there are original traumas 
in group history as well as in the life of the individual, evolution 
.upplies no safe distance from them. . . . His [Freud’s] desire was 
i (ways to find, in emergence, sameness; in the dynamic, the 
latic; in the present, latent pasts.” 34 Thus for Freud the past, 
I »olh in the individual and the group experience, was always 
threatening to break into the open. Nothing was ever lost or 
transcended in human or individual history. History, just as the 
unconscious, knew no past or present. Everything had been 
preserved and could potentially reemerge. 

All the above is a way of saying that Freud, unlike Marx and 
llie tradition of western radicalism emerging from the Enlighten¬ 
ment with its historicist and progressivist bias, saw no possibility 
lor a radically different future for the majority of mankind. In 
order for Freud to be “of use” to radical theorists one of several 
strategies had to be adopted. One lay along the lines embraced 
by the neo-Freudians—drop the instinct theory altogether and 
consider man a tabula rasa, malleable by social and cultural 
forces. In other words, elevate social engineering, whether radi¬ 
cal or conservative, to a position of prominence. In this view 
individual needs and values would ultimately be brought into 
harmony with those of society’s, on the latter’s terms. 

Another possible strategy was to do as Wilhelm Reich did and 
deny the validity of Freud’s death instinct, while retaining the 
sexual instinct as basic and central. Thus for Reich the root cause 
of human unhappiness was the repression of sexuality; the best 
society, one which was structured for instinctual liberation. In 
this view the natural, i.e., sexual, was equated with the moral; 
what is, should be allowed “exercise.” Nature or the “natural” in 
this view cannot include aggression as a characteristic of itself. If 
such were the case, the repression of the natural would also be 
necessary and hence repressive social structures justified. Reich 
believed otherwise and devoted most of his intellectual efforts to 
proving Freud wrong. At stake was the possibility of the emer¬ 
gence of a new man in a radically different culture and society. 
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Wilhelm Reich: The First Sexual Radical 35 

As it developed in the first quarter of this century, Freuds 
Vienna circle saw itself, often with justification, as something 
akin to a beleaguered religious sect. As with religious sects, 
schisms and schismatics abounded; unanimity was rare and the 
only unifying principle of the group seems to have been a desire 
to receive Dr. Freud’s approval and cast those from the fold who 
dared to disagree with the master. Freud, like Jehovah, was a 
jealous being, and thus intellectual deviations were often inter¬ 
preted by Freud and others (in typical psychoanalytic style) as 
psychological aberrations, reflecting the weakness of the deviant’s 
psychic makeup, rather than the keenness of his intellect. 

In several conversations recorded in 1952, Wilhelm Reich, a 
veteran of schismatic skirmishes and even full-scale warfare, 
attempted a psychoanalysis of Freud in which he focused on the 
early twenties, when Reich first had come into contact with the 
master. Wrote Reich: “When I met Freud in 1919 he was a very 
alive person ... he was outgoing. He was hopeful. . . . Then 
around 1924 something happened; . . . Freud began to resign . . . 
there is little doubt that he was very much dissatisfied genital- 
ly.” 3G Not only was Freud in a personal bind, Reich maintained, 
he was also “caught with his pupils and his associations. He 
couldn’t move anymore.” 37 

The middle and late twenties were crucial for the develop¬ 
ment of Reich’s ideas and the resulting breach with Freud. Reich 
was beginning to make public his notion that sexual repression 
was the fundamental cause of neuroses, something he claimed 
was an outgrowth of Freud’s Three Contributions to a Theory of 
Sexuality. This aspect of Reich’s thought was of course at odds 
with Freud’s hypothesis of and elaboration upon the death 
instinct and the inevitability of repression. Reich was also becom¬ 
ing quite interested in the social aspects of neuroses at this time 
and in the possibility of moving from individual therapy to 
collective prevention of sexual disturbances on a mass scale. 
According to Reich, Freud was initially enthusiastic about the sex 
hygiene movement that Reich had established in Austria, and 
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looked favorably upon sexual reforms in contemporary Russia. 3 " 

1111 ( ■( however, Freud learned of Reich s intellectual interest in 
Marx and Engels, whom he had been reading since 1924, Freud 
began to look with more disfavor at Reich’s efforts to draw the 
social consequences of the libido theory. 39 Ry 1927 a combina¬ 
tion of personal, political, and theoretical differences had diiven 
the two men farther apart. 

In 1928 Reich became an active member of the Communist 
party and a year later he opened sex hygiene clinics in Vienna 
and visited Russia. 40 The intellectual break between Reich and 
Freud was final with the publication of Civilization and Its 
Discontents in 1930. According to Reich the book “was written 
specifically in response to one of my lectures (Dec. 12, 1929) in 
Freud’s home. I was the one who was ‘unbehaglich in der 
ktiltur.’” 41 In the same year Reich published The Sexual Revolu¬ 
tion. Thus began Reich’s open efforts to make his own way, 
combining sexual with social radicalism. 

Reich’s basic assumption in The Sexual Revolution was that 
individual neurosis is the result of sexual repression. Accompany¬ 
ing neurosis was what Reich named “armoring.” According to 
Iteich: “In the conflict between instinct and morals, ego and outer 
world, the organism is forced to armor itself against the instincts 
as well as the outer world.” 4 '- The armor, maintained Reich, was 
llie expression of fear; yet the more the armor was strengthened 
and sexuality was repressed, the greater the force of sexual 
anxiety. Thus the basic elements of Reich’s thought were set 
forth; the individual was caught between instinct and externally 
imposed moral standards and was forced to armor himself from 
outer and inner forces. Behind the individual armoring process, 
neurosis, and genital disturbance lay the repressive morality 
imposed by society through its institutions and the process of 
socialization. 

Following upon this description of the individual s relationship 
to himself and the outside world, Reich advanced the idea of 
“character analytic treatment” as the therapeutic means of curing 
the patient. In such a mode of treatment the prime goal was the 
release of the energy used to erect and maintain the armor so 
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that immediate natural contact with his impulses as well as his 
environment” would be possible. 43 Once this happened (and if a 
suitable sex partner could be found) the patient could act 
according to the principle of sexual self-regulation rather than 
obeying externally imposed morals. Thus Reich assumed that not 
only was the freeing of the instinctual (sexual) energy vital for 
individual health, but also that the sexual included within it a 
piinciple of self-regulation which, if allowed to operate unimped¬ 
ed, worked toward the psychological health of the individual. 

Reich challenged Freuds notion that “the dichotomy of nature 
and culture, individual and society, sexuality and sociality” 44 was 
an inevitable one. In a culture which was nonrepressive such 
conceptual dichotomies would make no sense. Reich did grant, 
no doubt with Civilization and Its Discontents in mind, that 
freud was correct in claiming that in “the patriarchal, authori- 
tarian culture of Western Europe, the dichotomies were opera¬ 
tive. This however, only went to show that Freud, pioneer and 
genius^ that he was, remained “a middle-class cultural philoso- 
phei unwilling to draw the revolutionary consequences of his 
own teachings. Rather Freud plumped for a destructive adjust¬ 
ment of the individual to a reality “determined by an authoritari¬ 
an society.” 46 In such a situation theory and practice, “is” and 
ought, nature and history remain alienated from each other. 

It was not Reich s belief that a mere change in institutions 
could be sufficient; needed as well was a cultural revolution in 
which the guiding principle of individual behavior would be 
sex-economic regulation.” 41 Nor did Reich deny that sublimation 
was the basis of cultural achievement; he maintained rather that 
the pre-genital impulses,” not genital sexuality as such, were to 
be sublimated. 48 

In searching for the crucial institution through which the 
individual was made neurotic and unhappy, Reich arrived at the 
conventional patriarchal family. Unlike Freud, who in Civiliza¬ 
tion and Its Discontents had noted that the family often worked 
against the demands of the group, Reich saw the family structure 
as the transmitter of society’s repressive values, which were 
grounded in economic interest. Thus the family was sexually 
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h prcssive and economically oppressive. Indeed the original 
•.ignificance of the family lay in three areas: the economic, in that 
I he family was the basic economic unit in the early stages of 
c apitalism; the social, in that it offered protection for women and 
c hildren who had no economic or sexual rights; and most 
importantly, the political, in that the family was “a factory for 
authoritarian ideologies and conservative structures.” 49 The fa¬ 
ther in the patriarchal family represented “the authority of the 
•.late” in inculcating in the child “pre-genital fixation and genital 
inhibition.” 50 Thus the family “creates the individual who is 
lorever afraid of life and of authority and thus creates again and 
again the possibility that masses of people can be governed by a 
handful of powerful individuals.” 51 The family is the state in 
microcosm, and it is primarily because a child is reared in the 
authoritarian family that he gives passive allegiance to the given 
values and structures around him. 

There is little doubt that much of what Reich had to say about 
the relationship of the individual to the family and the family to 
the “external” world was true 52 (though his focus on the authori¬ 
tarian family as a particularly bourgeois phenomenon is undoubt¬ 
edly overdone). What Reich desired was a society in which 
infant sexuality was not taboo and sexual abstinence was not 
required of the adolescent at precisely the time he reached 
sexual maturity. For Reich the lifelong, monogamous marriage 
was also a disaster. Individuals should marry and mate as long as 
they were sexually attracted to one another; if the desire faded, 
the marriage should be dissolved. And as a corollary women 
“should be economically independent in the society and . . . the 
care and education of children should be removed from the 
family.” 53 

In his Character Analysis (1933), Reich discussed in greater 
detail the nature of character-formation in the individual, and 
linked individual and social restructuring much closer together. 
In the preface to the first edition he wrote that although it was 
clear that “neuroses are the result of patriarchal, authoritarian 
education with its sexual repression ... all pre-requisites for a 
practical program of prevention are absent; they will first have to 
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be created by a basic revolution in the social institutions and 
ideologies.” 54 

Reich went beyond Freud's therapeutic goal of bringing to 
consciousness the cause of neurosis (an intellectual process) and 
maintained that if “the patient is to get well and stay well, he 
must become able to establish a satisfactory genital sex life. . . .” 55 
Thus the patient must not merely understand his problem and 
then sublimate it; he must actually satisfy his sexual needs. In 
this way theory and therapy would be united and mere verbali¬ 
zation avoided. 

Reich also elaborated upon the connection between the indi¬ 
vidual character structure and social reality by asserting that “the 
character structure ... is the crystallization of the sociological 
process of a given epoch.” 06 The character structure was in turn 
linked up to the instinctual makeup of the individual since 
character was the outcome of the armoring process. The goal of 
therapy was thus the creation of “character structures which 
allow of sexual and social mobility. . . .” 57 

Reich named his ideal-typical character the “genital charac¬ 
ter. The genital character was one who could achieve genital 
gratification, a satisfactory orgasm, with his partner rather than 
remaining fixated on pregenital desires or diverted by sexual 
fantasies. He was one who could truly sublimate, which for Reich 
meant the rechanneling of pregenital and infantile impulses. For 
Reich sublimation and instinctual gratification were not mutually 
exclusive since “a sound libidinal economy was the pre-requisite 
of successful and lasting sublimation.” 58 Having transcended the 
Oedipal stage, the sexual choices of the genital character were no 
longer substitutes for the desired parent of the opposite sex. He 
no longer identified “with frustrating reality,” 59 i.e., the father 
and by extension the political leader, but was self-determining 
and capable of independent action. Nor was the genital character 
a type incapable of anger and hatred; these states he could 
rationally” assume. 60 Underlying Reich's ideal type was the 
assumption that genital potency, the possibility of achieving the 
satisfactory orgasm, was the key to a “healthy” personality. Only 
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with the free exercise of genital sexuality was individual rational¬ 
ity possible. 

In the final section of the original Character Analysis , Reich 
moved to refute Freud's death instinct by pointing out that the 
masochist “approaches pleasurable activity like any other person 
but the fear of punishment interferes. The masochistic self- 
punishment is not the execution of the dreaded punishment, but 
a milder substitute punishment—a specific mode of defense 
against punishment anxiety.” 61 The masochist thus inflicts psychic 
or physical pain upon himself because the pain he causes himself 
is less than that feared from outside sources and in a sense 
preempts the external threat. It is indeed pleasurable, but only in 
I he sense that it is “not as bad as.” 

Most crucial for our purposes is that Reich's psychoanalytic 
vision and its relation to his desire for revolutionary social 
change depended upon his denial of Freud's death instinct; 
or, in more general terms, of any instinctual dualism, since 
to make a destructive principle an integral part of nature and 
the natural would mean that the natural, defined by Reich as 
the genital-sexual and the rational, could no longer serve as the 
regulative principle of individual and social development. Once 
one admitted that nature was destructive as well as creative, 
cruel as well as kind, then the necessity for a repressive culture 
and society to protect the individual against himself and others 
would become apparent. The possibility of a union between the 
“is” and the “ought,” nature and culture, the scientific and the 
moral would be an impossibility. A naturalistic ethic and a 
revolution based on the logic of nature would be unattainable. 

It was in Die Massenpsychologie des Faschismus (1934) that 
Reich developed most explicitly his synthesis of Freud and Marx. 
In this work Reich was concerned with explaining how and why 
the National Socialists had been able to gain power in Germany 
and, closely related to that concern, why the Communist party 
had failed to attract the German people to its cause. 

It was Reich's opinion that the failure of the German Commu¬ 
nist party could be attributed to a vulgar Marxism which drew 
simplistic causal connections between an individual's socio- 
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economic status and his political ideology and loyalty. This view, 
according to which all workers, indeed all those oppressed by the 1 
capitalist order and in a socially precarious position, would 
automatically turn to the Communist party was mistaken, Reich 
noted, because it equated the objective situation in Germany 
with the subjective reaction by individuals and groups to that 
objective situation. In short, Marxism needed a psychology. 
Without a psychology the Communists had failed to understand 
the feelings of the mass of Germans and had dogmatically clung 
to an economic analysis. 62 More specifically, because Marxism 
slighted the psychological dimension, it failed to understand that 
“irrational thinking and action, i.e. not corresponding to the 4 
economic situation, is the result of an earlier socio-economic 
situation.” 63 This was to say that the psychological structure of 
the individual, formed in early childhood and shaped by social 
structures and values at that time, had a life of its own. Thus, if 
the structures of a given society underwent radical and rapid 
change, the individual psychology of its members would not 
automatically change along with it. In the case of Germany, 
broad segments of the population had revolutionary feelings, but 
reactionary or fascist goals. The petit bourgeoisie, while being 
threatened with engulfment by the proletariat, identified “up” 
with the traditional middle class. This class acted in a revolution¬ 
ary manner against the existing though tottering structures of the 
Weimar Republic and blamed it for their precarious position. At 
the same time the insecure classes yearned for a return to 
authority and stability which would halt their downward plunge 
into the proletariat. This, for Reich, went far to explain the 
appeal of the National Socialist’s “Blut and Boden” ideology with 
its harking back to times of stability and an organic political and 
social order. 64 

Why, Reich asked, did men allow themselves to be enslaved? 
His answer, not unsurprisingly, was that the fault lay with the 
traditional authoritarian bourgeois family. “Sex repression begins 
relatively late with private property,” Reich noted, and coincided 
with “the beginning of class divisions. . . .” All this was insured by 
“the monogamous marriage and patriarchal family.” 65 For 
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• mnomic oppression to be maintained, individuals must be 
.I'xually repressed. The end product of the patriarchal family is 
lI k* “patient citizen.” 66 Not only fascism but social democratic 
irlorm as well was based on the desire for security and order 
produced in the authoritarian family. 67 

As a counter to the bourgeois family, Reich held up the 
working-class family and working-class values. In this, the least 
ronvincing part of his analysis, Reich pointed out that instead of 
identifying with the national leader, the workers identified with 
I heir class. 68 Also precisely because of their oppressed state, the 
working-class family structure was weaker and hence more 
conducive to the development of nonrepressive sexual values. 69 
Workers had an “open and matter of fact” attitude toward sex 
because of their collective existence. 70 The danger was that the 
workers would also be attracted by the bourgeois life-style with 
its promised order and stability. Thus to win the workers the 
(Communist party would also have to “develop and further 
proletarian culture and work against petit bourgeois ways of life. 

. . .” 71 A cultural as well as an economic revolution was clearly 
needed. 

After analyzing the role that the church and racial theories 
played in the Nazi hegemony, Reich concluded by asserting 
that “the sexual political struggle is a part of the entire battle 
of the exploited and the oppressed against the exploiters and 
the oppressors.” 72 The key was to educate people to change 
their sexual attitudes and behavior, if need be through mass 
meetings at which sexual fears and problems could be voiced and 
clarified, or even better by beginning with children. “The sexual 
question,” he wrote, “must be politicized.” 73 

Reich’s efforts to provide Marxism with a psychology were 
ill-rewarded by the Communist party. In 1934 Reich was ex¬ 
pelled from the party and accused of being a counterrevolution¬ 
ary. Nevertheless, for a time, Reich remained committed to a 
total revolution in human affairs which would come about by 
changing both individual men and socioeconomic structures. A 
change in either area alone was clearly not enough. 

As if to drive this latter point home, Reich did an extensive 
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analysis of the experiments in communal living and sexual reform 
which had been attempted in the Soviet Union but then aban 
doned by the 1930s. In explaining the failure of these expcri 
ments Reich returned to the idea that there was little in Marxisi 
ideology which dealt with a transformation of sexual attitudes 
and behavior, or more generally a radical change in cultural 
attitudes. Thus “the power of the proletariat and sexual legisla 
tion could do no more than create the external conditions for a 
changed sexual life.” 74 The psychological superstructure, despite 
external rearrangements, remained the same and had a life of its 
own. Moreover there were the historically conditioned attitudes 
of the leaders and people of Russia, her economic problems, and 
the threat to the Revolution from external aggressors and internal 
civil war. 75 As Reich saw it, the prime goal of the social 
revolution—“to place the economy again at the service of the 
satisfaction of the needs of all who do productive work—” 76 had 
been defeated. Once again individual needs and desires had 
been subordinated to external economic and political consider 
ations. Instead of self-regulation, externally imposed restrictions 
remained the rule. Only the rulers had changed. 77 

In evaluating Reich’s early Freudian-Marxist point of view it is 
important to remember that though Reich’s views were heretical 
to both orthodox Marxists and Freudians, he was still in the 
“intellectual mainstream.” For instance Erich Fromm, who was 
working along similar lines in trying to unite “historical material¬ 
ism” with psychoanalysis, had words of praise for Reich’s work on 
the psychosocial role of the family. In his “Uber Methode und 
Aufgabe einer analytischen Sozialpsychologie” (1932), Fromm 
had also attempted to provide Marxism with a psychological 
dimension. 78 And Karl Landauer reviewed Reich’s Die Mas- 
senpsychologie and Character-Analyse quite favorably in 1934 in 
the Zeitschrift fur Sozialforschung , though adding a caveat con¬ 
cerning Reich’s overestimation of the importance of genital 
sexuality. 79 There was nothing particularly unusual about Reich’s 
terminology, nor had he yet begun to write openly about his 
attempts to link up sexuality and biophysics. 

Reich’s chief innovation by this point had been the attempt to 
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Immulate a social theory which would correlate sexual repres¬ 
sion, whose chief instrument was the authoritarian bourgeois 
lumily, with political and economic oppression. Also Reich had 
rm iched the whole area of social psychology, with his observation, 
Li!(‘i- picked up by Goodman and Marcuse, that the oppressed and 
* \ plotted often identify with rather than rebel against oppres- 
i\ (‘-repressive forces. This observation Reich used to illuminate 
llie willingness of individuals and groups to accept, indeed 
welcome, external domination out of insecurity and/or a desire to 
be relieved of the burden of independent thought and action. 
And his observation that a revolutionary change in social and 
economic structures did not necessarily lead to a change in values 
and cultural attitudes, particularly in the area of sexuality, was a 
valid and valuable one in pointing up the complexities of radical 
change. At no point did Reich equate sexual with social liber¬ 
ation. Rather, he asserted that one had to accompany the other 
for either to be meaningful. 

As far as specific reforms were concerned, Reich combined 
utopian with rather commonsensical practical remedies. Reich 
favored the toleration of infantile masturbation and free adoles¬ 
cent sexuality. As has already been pointed out, he thought that 
monogamous marriage and the subservience of women to men in 
(he family were responsible for much unhappiness which was 
re fleeted in the “sex-negative” manner in which children were 
raised. Abortion and contraception were also vital in order to free 
sexuality from reproduction. And as we have noted already, 
Keich moved from a belief in the efficacy of individual therapy 
to the view that mass sexual hygiene groups should be formed to 
deal more widely with sexual problems. 

Reich’s utopian plans centered around what he called “work 
democracy” in which the rearing of children was to be removed 
from the immediate control of the parents. 80 He had hoped that 
the socialist collectives established in Russia would mean, in 
some measure, a return to a matriarchal clan structure with 
which he associated free infant and adult sexuality and sex- 
affirmative attitudes in general. Yet Reich did not see life in his 
ideal society as one of mindless copulation and pleasure: “The 
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idea of collective living has nothing to do with the idea «»! 
paradise. Struggle and pain and sexual pleasure are parts of Iff, 
he essential point is that people should be capable of conscious 
ly experiencing pleasure and pain and capable of rationally 
mastering it. . . . Only genitally healthy people are capable ol 
voluntary work and non-authoritarian self-determination of theii 
ives. M Only if individuals were sexually free could they be 
liberated from their pasts and act in a rational manner; once this 
was the case they would be capable of productive work rather 
than remaining drones engaged in externally imposed tasks. 

Reich s goal was thus a nonrepressive society based on “sex 
affirmative cultural values. Though it played a comparatively 
minor role in his thought, sublimation, which Freud had consul 
ered the basis of cultural achievement, was also to be operative 
In contrast with Freud, however, Reich saw sublimation as the 
process of rechanneling only pregenital sexual impulses. The 
natural was expressed by genital sexuality rather than sexuality 
in general. Unlike later theorists of nonrepressive societies such 
as Marcuse and Norman Brown, Reich was quite orthodox 
concerning the sexual life of the healthy individual. He strongly 
rejected the concept of polymorphous perversity and considered 
homosexuality to be unnatural and unhealthy. 82 

In terms of the western radical tradition, Reich was moving 
toward an anarchist position with his emphasis on work de¬ 
mocracies and individual self-regulation. Reich’s peculiar brand 
of anarchism was one which had at its core an emphasis on 
instmctual liberation and an identification of the sexual with the 
natural. • Institutions should rightly be the outgrowth of individ- 
ual and communal needs for love, sociality, and productive labor. 

Yet from another angle Reich’s anarchism would have to 
present serious problems for the anarchist. At least one tradition 
o anarchism has stressed the importance of federations-small 
groups based on collective interests and needs-as a counter¬ 
weight to the coercive power of the state or the society in 
general. And it is precisely the family which has been, from one 
point of view, the most effective institution working against 
external coercion. For instance, even in Freud, the family was at 
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one and the same time the instrument for implanting social and 
cultural values and also the opponent of the demands of the 
society. Reich, much more than Freud, underestimated the 
complex role that the family assumes in the socialization of its 
members. For Reich the superego, part of the “character,” was 
the unobstructed conduit of social control. He tended to believe 
that there was a direct cause-effect relationship between the 
oppressive and repressive values of the society in general and the 
values imparted within the family. 84 Perhaps mesmerized by the 
Marxist idea that culture, religion, philosophy, etc. are mere 
epiphenoma, Reich saw societies and cultures as simple mono¬ 
liths and underplayed the tension within a culture and a society 
among sets of values. Thus, though Reich had added a psycho¬ 
logical dimension to Marxism, he failed to develop it far enough 
to explain opposition to as well as acquiescence in external 
domination. 

In a real sense Reich was caught in a vicious circle. Only if the 
conventional authoritarian family structure were abolished could 
the individual be self-determining and develop values and be¬ 
havior harmonious with his own nature. Yet the family structure 
could safely be abolished only after the social and economic 
revolution had been carried out by “sick” men, molded by a 
repressive and oppressive society. If the family were abolished 
before, then the repressive society would still be in a position of 
hegemony and would surely inculcate those repressive values 
upon which its authority was based, only much more directly and 
effectively. We know for instance from studies of slavery in North 
America and the experience in the Nazi concentration camps 
that the most effective way to obtain acquiescence from the 
oppressed is to destroy the family and other social structures 
which, though inhibiting individual expression, nevertheless pro¬ 
tect him against brute and unmediated coercion. Thus again the 
paradox—the family coerces, yet provides a source of resistance 
to greater external coercion. 

Perhaps the most significant (and ominous) development in 
Reich’s thought grew out of his attempt to combine traditional 
revolutionary goals with a revolution in sexual attitudes and 
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behavior; that is, his elevation of sexuality into the political 
realm. Given the goal of a complete transformation of values 
Keichs desu-e to politicize sex seems to have been inevitable 
Reich finally arrived at a concept of politics which would open 
all aspects of individual and collective life to manipulation and 
control from the most public action such as mounting the 
barricades m broad daylight to the most private and intimate 
sexual relations between individuals. At that point it is irrelevant 
whether the external control is the centralized state or a “clan 
nork democracy.” The distinction between public and private, 
istory and psychology, civic duty and private pleasure would be 
obliterated. All actions become political; the ethos, totalitarian. 

The expulsion of Reich from the International Psychoanalytic 
Association and the Communist party and his exile in Scandina¬ 
via aftei 1933 marked the point at which Reich parted company 
with the traditional vocabulary and concepts of the Freudian and 
Marxist traditions. While in Scandinavia Reich began working on 
u idt he was to call orgone therapy” in the hope of establishing a 
in ura scientific basis for the cure to psychosexual problems. The 

witVil f Tu- ° f ^ elchs Iater work was generally coincident 
with that of his earlier work-the establishment in the individual 

o genital satisfaction, or, as Reich was later to call it, “orgiastic- 
potency. By the early 1940s, however, Reich’s vocabulary of 
concepts had been metamorphosized into a quasi-biophysical 
system distinct from the earlier more or less conventional psy- 
c 10 ogical and sociological conceptual language. According to the 
later Reich: W e are all simply a complicated electric machine 
which has a structure of its own and is in interaction with the 
cneigy of the universe.”*-"' The orgasm, which was to become the 

SiJcharg”-™' We “ bei " & ““ Phenomenon of electrical 

The satisfactory orgasm (more than mere ejaculative poten¬ 
tial) was also more than just electrical discharge. It was the 
specific manifestation of the link between individual energy and 
an all-pervasive source which Reich named “cosmic orgone 
energy. According to Reich, his discovery of cosmic orgone 
energy put individual therapy on a firm footing in “objective 
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natural scientific processes” and removed it from the speculative 
psychological and verbal approach of conventional psychoanaly¬ 
sis. 87 Thus the individual had become mechanized, or the cos¬ 
mos, like politics earlier, had become sexualized. 

Reich called his new science “Orgonomy.” It took as its basic 
unit the orgone—“that energy which, according to definite physi¬ 
cal laws, is the basis of the sexual functions.” 88 The therapeutic 
goal of Orgonomy was “the mobilization of the patients’ plasmatic 
currents.” 89 Expressed less arcanely, the goal of orgone therapy 
was to unblock static orgone energy so as to allow it to flow 
again. Until this was done, the armored individual would remain 
in a state of psychic and physical contactlessness, cut off from 
(lie outside world, his own sexual energies, and ultimately the 
cosmic life-force. 

When this state of psychological and physical armoring, orgas¬ 
mic impotency, was shared by many individuals, even an entire 
society, it was called the “emotional plague.” No longer was the 
evil a specific social or economic institution as such. Reich was no 
more explicit than to say that “It [the plague] made its first 
appearance with the first suppression of genital love life. ... It is 
an epidemic disease, like schizophrenia or cancer, with this 
important difference: it manifests itself essentially in social 
living.” 90 Thus the plague may come to characterize an entire 
society or culture. Likewise the plague receives somatic expres¬ 
sion in that it “may lead to cardiac disease or cancer.” In 1952 
Reich expanded on this connection between sexual suppression 
and physical illness by saying that “cancer ... is a disease 
following emotional resignation—a bio-energetic shrinking, a giv¬ 
ing up of hope.” 91 

In summary, then, the purpose of Reich’s later therapeutic 
efforts was to “restore the biophysical equilibrium by releasing 
the orgastic potency.” 92 The patient was no longer merely talked 
to and called upon to verbalize his free associations. Because 
Reich felt that muscular hypertension and body rigidity were 
symptomatic of the same thing as emotional and sexual armoring, 
he moved to a mode of therapy in which individual body posture 
and muscle tone were analyzed and touched directly by the 
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therapist. And finally for “man the machine,” the conduit of 
quantifiable observable cosmic energy, Reich’s ultimate thera 
peutic innovation was itself a machine. This “orgone box,” as 
Reich was to call it, was a container in which the suffering 
human being was placed in order to have focused upon him the 
cosmic orgone energy and thus be cured of his ailments. 93 

It is obviously difficult to evaluate Reich’s later writings 
without ridiculing them. The obvious irony in Reich’s intellectual 
development was that the “farther out” he went intellectually, 
the farther back in time he went. While the physical sciences 
were abandoning simplistic notions of energy and matter and 
certainly an explicitly materialistic metaphysics, Reich was for¬ 
mulating a materialistic vitalism reminiscent of Hackel. Another 
and more serious irony was that in his quest for a cure to the 
problems of neuroses and sexual disturbances, Reich ended by 
rendering man quite literally a machine; his one claim to 
happiness—the orgasm—had become a mere electrical discharge. 
Indeed with all Reich’s emphasis on the orgasm as the key to 
human happiness, it became hard to see why in his later more 
pseudoscientific work the individual needed a partner to have 
the perfect orgasm. If man is a machine and the orgasm is a 
function of that machine, then there is no reason why another is 
needed to complete the process satisfactorily. The depersonaliza¬ 
tion of the person thus led to a depersonalization of the function. 

Another way of saying this is to note again that Reich paid less 
and less attention to the clash of specific values and socioeconom¬ 
ic structures and their effect on individual development. Reich 
argued as early as 1944 that “politics has definitely played out.” 94 
Disillusioned with the course of the revolution in Russia and of 
course horrified by Hitler’s Germany, Reich oscillated between 
grasping for grandiose cosmological certainties and, going to the 
other extreme, describing human emotions in terms of protoplas¬ 
mic movements and quantifiable energy units. 

In the 1940s and 1950s Reich’s writings underwent a definite 
deterioration toward the abstract, the wooden, and at times the 
hysterical. Unlike Freud, who had refused to play the role of 
prophet or consider himself the possessor of any all-curative 
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nostrum for human ills, Reich positively leaped at the chance to 
become the founder and high priest of a new science-re ig ■ 
And unlike Freud’s prose style, which was almost unbe^rab y 
.igorous, packed with insights, and impatient of jargon, Reich 
,tyle was increasingly characterized by capitalized words and 
slogans crude diagrams and charts of electrochemical devi 
mid experiments, and self-invented arcania and simplistic ove - 

'* At'the same time this increasingly sterile jargon ^s eombined 
with the most rampant megalomania^ It is quite clear f 
reminiscences of Reich’s third wife that Rei ^ h w ^ s ^ d by 
1950s He had begun to drink heavily and had also bcco 
extremely paranoic about tire threats to his life and wort posed 
, StTtos^agents; eoo.ersely he felt that President E.senhowe 
and the American government knew of his work and W'^ed “i 
it. but could not acknowledge the fact openly. 

Iteieh’s ideas became, the more he identified hanselwa.h the 
great intellectual and spiritual martyrs of western eulhue from 
Lus to Giordano Bruno to Nietzsche, all of whom had suffered 
and died at the hands of a literally "unfeeling world 
from the emotional plague. Yet the ultimate pathos of Ke.ehs 
was that he died, not before the public eye as a great marty 
hwiiine faith but in a federal penitentiary in Pennsylvania. 
Nlartyr though' he was to his own personal visio^— 
denied him the glory of his martyrdom, since it was the lure 
Pood and Drug Administration which sent him to die in prison. 
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In the American context the Reichian tradition of social and 
sexual radicalism has been carried on, though not without signili 
cant modification, by Paul Goodman. Since the middle 1940s 
Goodman has produced a steady stream of social criticism, 
psychological theory, fiction, and poetry which has illuminated in 
a unique way the problems of American society. Among Amcri 
can intellectuals Goodman is somewhat the “tertium quid.” As a 
social critic he has been the chief American spokesman for the 
non-Marxist tradition of western radicalism. His intellectual 
ancestors include the utopian socialists and anarchists such as 
Proudhon, Bakunin, and especially Kropotkin. Historically this 
tradition has attacked the centralized “hard nosed” socialism ol 
the Marxist and Social Democratic Left as well as monopoly 
capitalism. It has emphasized the decentralization of economic 
and political power, “from the bottom up” social and political 
organization, a deeply rooted suspicion of the state, and the 
search for community. These concerns, once written off by many 
as either utopian or reactionary, have come to seem increasingly 
pertiner|t for a diagnosis of and prognosis for the ills of postwar 
American society. It is due primarily to Goodman’s efforts that 
this is the case. 

In the context of American social thought, Goodman’s chief 
debts are to the pragmatism of James and Dewey with its stress 
upon the “open-ended” nature of individual and social develop¬ 
ment, and the practical implementation of ideas. Goodman’s 
work also betrays the influence of functionalism as manifested in 
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I liorstein Veblen’s work and the aesthetics of early twentieth- 
,,.„tury American architecture and city planning. As a peda¬ 
gogue and educational theorist Goodman has combined a heavy 
dose of Progressive Education with A. S. Neills Summeihill 
experiment And his efforts in depth psychology and psycho- 
11,crapy have been shaped by the Gestalt psychologists, Freud 
and especially Reich. 

A contributgr to Politics , Commentanj , and more obscure 
anarchist periodicals in the late 1940s, then subject to a decade of 
frustrating neglect in the 1950s, Goodman became an intellectual 
figure to be conjured with after the publication of Growing Up 
Absurd in 1960. Since then, Goodman has achieved a public 
visibility and influence, which no “New York intellectual, othei 
lhan perhaps Norman Mailer, can match. 

During the high tide of Goodman’s influence and fame, his 
books were generally and rather monotonously lauded. There 
were detractors as well, but common to both champions and 
denigrators of Goodman was a tendency to slight Goodmans 
ideas and focus rather on Goodman the man, in his various 
intellectual and personal manifestations. 

Three recent treatments of Goodman are exemplary: Norman 
Mailers snidely ambiguous comments in Armies of the Night ; 
Theodore Roszak’s more laudatory treatment of Goodman in The 
Making of a Counter Culture ; and finally Lewis Feuers scathing 
attack on Goodman in The Conflict of Generations. Mailer’s 
approach to Goodman was unflaggingly ad hominem, a charactei- 
istic critical approach in New York intellectual circles. A pinch of 
sociology of knowledge, a dash of psychoanalysis, topped by 
tidbits of gossip, the critical result was exhilarating, but quite 
distinctly perishable. Mailer seemed most interested in Good- 
man’s prose style and Goodman’s influence as related to his own, 
rather than anything much that Goodman had written. (In fact, 
Mailer confessed that he had read little of Goodman.) For 
Mailer, “encountering Goodman’s style ... was not unrelated to 
the journeys one undertook in the company of a laundry bag ; he 
was a “sexalogue”; and reminded one of an old con emitting 
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And finally there was Lewis Feuer’s almost libelous treatme nt 
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larly clear when Goodman’s poetry 7 and fiction are examined, 
since they serve as an imaginative gloss upon the main themes of 
his social thought. 

Goodmans two novels, Empire City and Making Do , his 
poetry as collected in Hawkiceed and Homespun of Oatmeal 
Gray , his short stories Adam ami His Works , and his diary of the 
1950s, 5 Years , all reveal a man obsessed with two things—sex and 
general ideas. This dual concern has been vividly portrayed in an 
excerpt from Alfred Kazin’s autobiographical reminiscences of 
(he 1940s. In his piece Kazin describes “Ricardo” (who is 
obviously Goodman) as a short, shaggy, and very intense young 
man who, during the war years, “was interested in everything . . . 
(he nearest thing to an eighteenth century philosophe any of us 
had ever seen.” Kazin recounts how he found Ricardo passionately 
arguing philosophical questions with a woman whom Kazin was 
1 laving an affair with and notes that: “No one would ever build 
up ideas into such an atmosphere of violence as Ricardo did. . . . 
I lis sense of his own rightness was like a wall around him.” Even 
then Ricardo-Goodman was intensely concerned with sex, yet in 
a strange way for “with all his talk of sex as divine energy there 
was something about Ricardo that was so entirely impersonal and 
didactic that talking theory straight at Mary [Kazin’s lover] 
flattered her more than falling in love ever did.” 3 

Most interesting is Kazin’s characterization of Ricardo- 
Goodman as passionately impersonal. For, it is precisely this 
intellectualized passion and passionate intellection that one dis¬ 
covers in Goodman’s writings. As reflected particularly in his 
imaginative work, Goodman’s personal desires often seem pecu¬ 
liarly intellectual, even programmatic, as if personal encounters 
were always to serve a higher purpose, as exemplary events on 
the way toward the realization of the ideal of community, or an 
instructive example of a pet idea. 

In Goodman’s poetry one finds these impulses given voice most 
clearly. The themes characteristically revolve around the exigen¬ 
cies of sexual desire and the frustrations attendant upon changing 
a “messed-up” social order; or, in terms taken from his poetry, the 
felt lack and futile search for “Adam” and for “Paradise.” Good- 
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mans sexual desire, primarily homosexual, receives expression in 
a yearning for an “Adam” who is discovered at times embodied 111 
complete strangers, workers, sailors, but most centrally in yoiui!’ 
people. In his various encounters with the potential “Adam 
Goodman’s own sense of physical ugliness and age is related 
dialectically to the fact that he can educate his “Adam” to 
conform with his vision of primordial perfection and nonalien a 
tion from self. In thus uniting himself with “Adam,” Goodman 
himself seeks always to overcome his own sense of alienation 
from others and, in microcosm, achieve community. 

Thus Goodmans homosexuality becomes a metaphoric orienta 
tion to self and others in which the sexual and the intellectual ar< * 
united. Sexual desire seems often to be a mere preliminary for 
the more crucial sense of closeness, which then offers the 
pedagogic opportunity. Goodman’s sexuality thus is desublimatecl 
intellectuality and spirituality. 

Along with the search for “Adam,” the fitting student for the 
longing pedagogue, goes Goodman’s search for “Paradise,” the 
imaginative expression of his quest for community, and then, in 
the 1960s, his widening concern with American society as a 
whole. As Goodman has grown older, a growing note of despair 
has appeared in his work. With the tragic death of his son in 1967 
and an increasing disenchantment with American youth, Good¬ 
man’s sense of alienation from “Adam” and the futility of the 
search for “Paradise” become clearer: “I have come to hate, it is 
appalling / Adam I used to love.” 4 And “I say back as if I 
knew? / And once had such a place, but who / took me away 
and when was that? / I don’t know and it is too late.” 5 Life has 
become a “purgatory.” 6 

Goodman’s imaginative writing is valuable mainly for the 
closer glimpse it gives us of Goodman the man, and how his 
personal and intellectual concerns are fundamentally of one 
piece. It is my feeling that his fiction and poetry are distinctly 
inferior to his social criticism. Where the latter often gains from 
the personal voice and a winning frankness, his imaginative work 
seems wooden and windy. Goodman has a tin ear for dialogue 
and his characters seem mere embodiments of his own ideas, 
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pawns in an intellectual game, rather than interesting in then- 
own right. They all sound and think like Paul Goodman. And 
ironically, for all this training and experience in psychotherapy, 
Goodman’s sense of psychology, as it emerges in his fiction, is 
monotonous and one-dimensional. In like manner, Goodmans 
poetry is the most “unpoetical” imaginable. His sense of natural 
rhythm and cadence is sorely lacking; his diction and tone 
vacillate between mannered simplicity and empty bombast. In 
short it is strangely “willed” and curiously flat and thus of little 
intrinsic interest. 7 

Perhaps Goodman’s personal-intellectual quest is best undei- 
stood in reference to another rather maddeningly egotistical and 
a physically unappealing figure, Socrates. In Making Do Gooc 
man has the main character analyze the vital impulses of his file 
in the following terms taken from Plato’s Symposium : 

He said that, as a man grows, he is first attracted to the beautiful 
bodies he sees; and I had certainly been wondrously attiacted t 
them though with indifferent success in ever getting to touch them. 

But then he said, a man begins to fall in love with the virtuous 
characters of people that behave in those bodies and give them^the 
beauty that shines on their faces. It was true. I had found it to be so. 

And then, he said surprisingly, a man’s eros turns to the institu¬ 
tions and the customs of the city, that educate character and nurture 
physical beautv; and now his lively concern is with these. I should 
never have believed it when I was younger! But as I grew up, 
found that it was true. My crowded days were this love affair with 
my city, a thorny adventure, but often I was so busy at it t a 
didn’t know whether I was unhappy or happy, and that meant, i 

suppose, that I was sometimes happy. 

But at last, said Plato, a man begins to have intimations of God 
in whom the city exists, and he comes to love Him. And presum¬ 
ably God comes across. I had not yet found it so. . . . 

With this in mind, let us turn to Goodman s social thought. 

In July of 1945, Paul Goodman contributed a lengthy article to 
Politics. The essay “The Political Meaning of Some Recent 
Revisions of Freud” was an attempt to provide a “psychobiologi- 
cal” basis for a non-Marxist radicalism as well as an attack on 
neo-Freudian revisionists such as Karen Horney and Erich 
Fromm. Goodman took Horney and Fromm to task for under- 
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playing “the role of instinctual drives” and advocating the view 
that “character directly reflects the social pattern.” 9 Because they 
downplayed the centrality of instincts at the expense of social 
forces, the free personality for the neo-Freudians was “sprung 
from nowhere . . . without a past . . . without an unconscious and 
transparent through and through.” 10 Along with this Goodman 
attacked Fromm's attempt to define psychological ill-health as 
the obedience to “irrational” authority, since, as Goodman pointed 
out, the distinction between rational and irrational authority is 
meaningless for, say, a child caught up in the Oedipal situation. 
Goodman saw lurking behind Fromm's attempts to defend “ra 
tional authority” a defense of the desirability of society's being 
ruled politically by representative institutions and economically 
by a central planning organ. This position Goodman named 
“sociolatry,” a view in which “individual and social aims are 
identical.” 11 

After this attack on Horney and Fromm, Goodman turned to 
the ideas of Wilhelm Reich. For Goodman, Reich was absolutely 
essential as a counterpoint to the Revisionists since Reich “took 
up the original (with Freud) instinct theory” and held that “the 
repression of infantile and adolescent sexuality is the direct cause 
of submissiveness of the people to present political rule of 
whatever kind.” 12 Interesting in Goodman's discussion were two 
points. First, the individual, insofar as he is an instinctual 
creature, has an ultimate defense against his needs being made 
identical with those of society. The instincts are thus both a 
powerfully conservative force in providing a bulwark against 
social and cultural pressures and a revolutionary force insofar as 
they are the source of free action by the individual. 13 Thus the 
existing society could only bring individual needs and desires 
into “harmony” with society's by repressing the natural fulfillment 
of those desires. To do this, however, would be to produce 
individual and group anxiety since “the energy of anxiety is the 
energy of repressed sexuality.” 14 

In reaction to this article, C. Wright Mills and P. J. Salter wrote 
to Politics accusing Goodman of a “gonad theory of revolution . . . 
a metaphysics of biology.” 15 The criticism could have better been 
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leveled at Reich since Goodman had noted in his original article 
that Reich’s ideas were “excessively naive and Rousseauean and 
that eventually the more complex, sophisticated views of Freu 
would have to be taken into consideration. 16 In a rejoinder to the 
letter Goodman replied that he was not “asserting that the 
liberation of instincts will of itself produce a heaven on eart .... 
But . . . the repression of instincts makes good institutions 
unattainable.” 17 In other words, instinctual liberation was a 
necessary though not sufficient condition for a new society. Nor 
was Goodman ready to write off all cultural products as repres¬ 
sive. Goodman could have been faulted for being rather vague in 
his discussion of instinct theory since he failed to point out that 
Freud’s instinct theory was dualistic, while Reich’s was monistic 
a distinction which had definite implications for any radical 
social thought. 18 

In the December, 1945, issue of Politics, Goodman moved to a 
discussion of the social structures and institutions which would, in 
his opinion, best nurture individual freedom. In the essay Revo¬ 
lution, Sociolatry, and War,” Goodman noted that American 
society was organized primarily for the smooth functioning o 
the industrial machine”; 19 the result was man’s alienation from 
his natural powers. In opposition to a “great state and corporate 
structure” 20 Goodman advanced the idea that society should be 
composed of small communitarian groups devoted to mutual aid_ 
Abjuring future-oriented utopian schemes or the movement of 
history, Goodman called for an immediate establishment of such 
face-to-face groups. As an antidote to a society which was 
increasingly characterized by bigness, anonymity, externally im¬ 
posed planning and decision making, and mass production, these 
groups would provide a locus for individual fulfillment through 
involved, meaningful work, direct political decision making, sex¬ 
ual satisfaction, and avoidance of cooperation with the war 
machine. Individuals belonging to such groups would be like 
“sane men in a madhouse. 21 

Goodman frankly recognized the dilemma in which he found 
himself. If American society was so oppressive, how, short of a 
violent wrenching away of power, could that society be change . 
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Yet if violence were resorted to, those desiring a new type of 
society would be crushed since they were a small minority 
secondly, because American society did provide most of its 
people with their basic needs, a communitarian-anarchist pro¬ 
gram such as Goodman’s, which called for more than higher 
wages and better working hours, would lack the broad-based 
support needed to take effective action. 

Goodman’s early essays in Politics were prophetic in the sense 
that he assumed the possibility of general affluence and addressed 
himself to the set of problems attendant to what was later to be 
called the ‘affluent society.” (Goodman took this position at a 
time when many economists, especially radicals, were predicting 
a depression in the postwar world.) Goodman recognized what 
was crucial for any new radical social thought; namely, that the 
old political and economic issues connected with radicalism, such 
as the nationalization of private property and institutional rear¬ 
rangements in the conventional sense, were no longer to the 
point. The socioeconomic system which had emerged from World 
War II was neither “fish nor fowl,” neither capitalist nor socialist, 
thus the problems Goodman addressed himself to were in the 
broadest sense “cultural.” Only those who had transcended 
Marxs realm of necessity” and entered the “realm of freedom” 
could begin to see that the critical areas of concern had become 
the nature and quality of work, sexual satisfaction, and the 
general quality of life in a mass society. Older forms of social 
theory whether Marxist or Liberal or Conservative, simply did 
not address themselves to such problems in a thoroughgoing way. 

Then m his May Pamphlet,” Goodman set forth his ideas on 
the problem of life in a coercive society. Goodman’s basic thesis 
obviously drawn from Reich, was that “a coercive society de¬ 
pends upon instinctual repression.” 22 As a counterpoise Goodman 
posited the need for a “natural society” or community which, as 
he wrote in Politics, was to be initiated in the present. Instead of 
waiting for a large scale reordering of society (and this showed a 
tactical divergence from traditional radicalism), one must live “in 
the present society as though it were a natural society.” 23 
Goodman’s idea of community was based on the belief that 
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“free natural power is the only source of existence.” 24 Only 
insofar as the individual was allowed to live according to the 
natural did the community fulfill its true function. Reacting 
against the postwar “cult of the personal,” Goodman focused 
upon the natural—“those drives and forces, on both the animal 
and the human level, which at present act themselves out in 
defiance of the conventions” 25 —that the community should foster. 
Thus for Goodman the natural was a sociobiological concept, 
synonymous with the moral and the good and by definition 
resistant to external coercion. 

Goodman did not conceive the community to be a conflict-free 
situation in which individuals lived in continual harmonious 
cooperation. It was rather a “moral” space where “the primary 
experience of birth, infantile anxiety, grief and mourning for 
death, simple sexuality” 26 would become integral aspects of 
existence. Such was absolutely vital since to avoid these facets of 
existence would insure that individuals found relief, even enjoy¬ 
ment, in large-scale conflict having little to do with their own 
lives. Thus by implication war was, in Goodman’s view, “a 
perverted way of trying to re-establish contact with the primary 
experiences of human existence.” 27 

In these early essays Goodman decisively rejected the tradi¬ 
tional anarchist suspicion of politics. He held that “direct initia¬ 
tive ... is itself a noble and integrating act of everyman.” 28 
Political action in this sense was “positive and natural. . . . Any 
measure of political initiation, whatever, that is not routine, that 
faces initial opposition and must win its way to acceptance, is 
political.” 29 Indeed every meaningful act within the community 
was political insofar as it contributed to the ongoing success of 
the community. Likewise any action directed outward against 
the “smooth functioning of the industrial machine” 30 and the 
coercive effects of the larger society was political. At the core of 
Goodmans concept of politics (in a sense all natural existence 
was political) was the belief that civil liberty was not merely 
negative freedom from coercion. It was, positively conceived, 
“the opportunity to initiate a policy, enterprise or idea. . . .” 31 
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And only if the community allowed such initiative did it remain a 
community. 

Although Goodmans remarks on community were rather ah 
stract and sketchy, they did adumbrate many of the themes 
which he would later develop. Community, at this point in 
Goodman s thought, was grounded upon a set of moral principles 
and an ethos which provided a vantage point from which to 
judge the larger society. It was an ideal antitype to the repressive 
and impersonal society emerging in post-World War II America. 

The absence of a class analysis or focus was interesting in 
Goodman s essays and represented a departure from convention 
al radicalism. Sharing the feelings of many other postwar observ 
ers, Goodman recognized the way in which the proletariat had 
been incorporated into the existing society and had embraced the 
“mores of the dominant class.” 32 Nor did Goodman look to a 
vigorous middle class for encouragement. Both classes had been 
gleichgeschaltet and were devoted to the “smooth functioning of 
the industrial machine.” Just who would make up Goodman's 
community was not at all clear. Whatever the case Goodman’s 
idea of community has less in common with working-class 
radicalism, whether Marxian or Syndicalist, than it did with the 
idea of the Greek polis. 

Finally what emerged from these essays was a view of man 
and society at variance with what Goodman called “social 
engineering.” Departing from the view that man was a tabula 
rasa and hence infinitely malleable, Goodman’s concept of the 
natural derived from an antinomian wing of western radicalism, 
going back to the Quakers, Rousseau, and a Jewish tradition of 
community. Its specific content was taken from Wilhelm Reich’s 
heretical Freudianism. 

Goodman's first sustained work of social criticism was Commu- 
nitas (1947), a book written with his brother Percival. As David 
Riesman noted, the book's bracing utopianism came as a wel¬ 
come antidote to the postwar collapse of optimism. Communitas 
represented a renewal of the functionalist-pragmatic line of 
social analysis which traced its roots back to Thoreau and had 
been carried in the twentieth century by Dewey and Veblen. As 
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Ihr Goodmans developed it, the concept of community involved 
much more than a moral and psychological ambience; it also 
Implied that man’s social relationships, the way he looked at the 
world and the values he held were reflected by his own self- 
<< instructed habitat. Building design, the layout of work and 
leisure areas, the arrangement of living units—all these were 
NWItanschauungen in concrete and iron. 

The Goodman brothers operated according to a ‘neofunction¬ 
alist” principle. Believing with the functionalists that “form 
Inflows function,” the Goodmans went on to “subject the function 
itself to a formal critique. Is the function good?” For them 
that which encouraged—“style, power and grace”—was functional 
and hence of worth. 33 Running throughout the work were two 
assumptions and two preferences. First, they pointed out that 
America had “a surplus technology, a technology of free choice,” 
and second, “an economy of abundance.” Because of these two 
givens, American society could and should experiment with all 
sorts of economic, social, and political arrangements. Their par¬ 
ticular preference was a decentralization of industrial enterprise, 
which they argued was not only desirable, but possible in a 
l cchnologically developed society. They also plumped for the 
necessity of regional planning and a reversal of the trend toward 
urbanization. Thus the decentralist and regionalist bias emerged 
as the external prerequisite for the establishment of genuine 
communities. 

The first part of Communitas concerned itself with a running 
critique of various urban planning schemes. The Goodmans 
criticized Ebenezer Howard's Garden City concept and, by 
extension, suburban living for separating the spheres of work and 
leisure. The ideas of Buckminster Fuller and Frank Lloyd 
Wright were scored for excluding political activity from their 
projected communities. On the other hand, Goodman focused on 
TVA as an example of beneficial regional planning and had kind 
words for “intentional communities” such as the kibbutzim and 
I he Progressive schools. 

In the latter part of the book the Goodmans presented three 
“paradigms” or ideal types by which they suggested the direc- 
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tions modern society might move in. These paradigms were “noi 
plans, they are analyses/' 34 Each was an attempt to imagine the 
advantages and disadvantages, the relationship of values and 
goals inherent in models based upon various presuppositions. 

The first, for which they displayed little affection, was named 
the Metropolis as Department Store." The Department Store 
plan was one in which consumption of mass produced goods 
became the chief impulse of society. This consumption, which 
was continually stimulated by envy and emulation, was the 
dynamic by which the economy maintained itself. Because mass 
consumption was the organizing principle, the model for this 
paradigm became a city in which goods were arranged for 
purchase as in a large department store. The city was to be run 
by "technologists, merchandisers, and semi-economists"; 35 politics 
in the sense of initiative and participation in decision-making 
would not exist. Periodically a sort of "Carnival" would be 
instituted. All perishable goods would be burnt or destroyed; 
traditional moral and sexual restraints would be lifted; and 
debts would be canceled. The Department Store model was 
obviously the Keynesian state of stimulated production and 
consumption, pushed to its illogical (or logical) extreme. Mind¬ 
less consumption was the keynote. 

The second paradigm was the Goodmans’ favorite. It involved 
a social system in which personal and productive environments 
were closely related, workers had a voice in all stages of 
production, and economic units were small and relatively self- 
sufficient. 36 This model represented "the organization of econom¬ 
ic democracy on the basis of productive units or ... an industrial 
town meeting 37 and hence the nexus for a meaningful political 
community. This regional model called for the reintegration of 
factory and farm, with small urban centers and regional indus¬ 
tries developed around regional resources. The goal was "liberty, 
responsibility, self-esteem as a workman and initiative." 38 In this 
setup there was no reason, according to the Goodmans, "why the 
economy must expand or must not expand." 39 

In their third model, the Goodmans proposed an arrangement 
by which the economy was divided into two sectors. In the first 
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sudor the government automatically provided each citizen with 
his subsistence needs, a sort of guaranteed income very similar to 
that proposed in Edward Bellamy’s Looking Backward. Then the 
individual was to be free to engage as he wanted in activities in 
I hr other sector which provided goods and services to satisfy the 
desire for luxury, power, convenience, etc. The Goodmans point¬ 
ed out that an individual might start a small business of his own; 
or, with his subsistence needs met, he could choose to read or 
make things. Besides a number of years in a national service 
mips, the individual would be faced with the problem of what to 
do with his leisure since no one would force him to do anything. 

Though this discussion fails to do justice to Communitas , a 
work full of fertile suggestions and valuable insights and remark¬ 
ably prescient in many matters, it will serve to indicate the 
relationship of Goodman’s ideas on environmental planning to his 
earlier (and later) work. It was in Communitas that the Good- 
mans laid out institutional and environmental prerequisites for 
I he emergence of community and a healthy national society to be 
eomposed of regional communities. It represented the attempt on 
(Woodman’s part to make concrete what he had sketched out 
earlier—the value of individual and small group initiative as well 
as the necessity of integrating work, leisure, politics, and ecology. 

At this point it would do well to examine more closely 
(Woodman’s idea of "community," as it had been developed up to 
this point, and as he was to elaborate upon it later. In the context 
<>l Goodman’s writings, community is used, first, to describe the 
relationship between two or more people united by a bond of 
similar principles and common goals. Second, Goodman uses the 
term community to characterize an environment inhabited by 
people with a sense of community. This relationship of people to 
environment is a symbiotic one, i.e., there is mutuality between 
environment and people. Instances of "community as people" 
would be Goodman’s oft-cited example of the scientific cooper¬ 
ation across national and linguistic boundaries and the communi¬ 
ty of scholars. An example of "community as place and people" 
would be what Goodman calls "intentional communities" such as 
a Summerhill school or a kibbutz. A crucial prerequisite for the 
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emergence of community in the fullest sense is the decentraliza 
tion of power and function. 

Several objections can legitimately be raised against Good 
man’s concept of community. Goodman assumes that community 
is in itself of positive moral value, although one can imagine a 
community devoted to evil uses in Goodman’s or anybody else’s 
sense of the term. Thus one must ask what the goals of the 
community are, since they are not implied in the concept ol 
community as such. For example the kibbutzim in Israel arc 
various in constitution and purpose. They are also dependent 
economically and psychologically upon the larger national com 
munity in which they exist. One could thus ask if their being 
communities means that they are devoted to Goodman’s goals. 

The second criticism of the concept of community is that it 
involves a practical tautology. That is, community presupposes— 
community. Just as one cannot in theological terms will belied 
and faith, but rather has it “granted,” it is probable that commu¬ 
nity cannot be willed into being. It exists or it does not. To be* 
sure one can attempt to facilitate its emergence through environ¬ 
mental arrangements, decentralization, etc., but its existence* 
finally depends on prior value choices and experience. 

This latter objection points in turn to a weakness in Goodman’s 
thought in general: the neglect, in the American context, of class, 
religious, and especially racial divisions. Strangely enough Good¬ 
man slights real or even imaginary conflicts of interest or experi¬ 
ence in the society. For example, decentralization and communi¬ 
ty control in the New York schools foundered upon congeries of 
social and economic divisions, ethnic and racial animosities, and 
status conflicts which community control seemed to exacerbate 
rather than minimize. It was not self-evident to any of the sides 
involved that a commonality of interests existed. Again the 
emergence of community failed precisely because of the lack of 
common goals and interests which are prerequisites for communi¬ 
ty in the first place. Thus American society with its diversity of 
individual and group experience and history may render impos¬ 
sible or highly unlikely the emergence of community. Or it may 
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hr, conversely, that community is only possible in situations 
presenting a substantial ethnic and socioeconomic homogeneity. 

belated to Goodman’s concept of community are two princi¬ 
ples that seem to be, if not in contradiction, at least hard to join 
w ith one another. These are the principles of “organismic self- 
regulation,” i.e., individual freedom from coercion and externally 
imposed strictures, and that of “mutual aid.” There is nothing in 
either concept which implies the necessity of the other. If, for 
example, the imperative of mutual aid is imposed upon a group, 
then the concept of organismic self-regulation is negated. Just as 
m l he ideology of laissez-faire capitalism which linked individual 
freedom and the common good by an invisible hand, Goodmans 
linking of self-regulation and mutual aid is not at all convincing 
and is as unsatisfactory as the “invisible hand” solution was in 
eapitalist ideology. 

r There is, finally, a function of community which needs exami¬ 
nation-community as “continuous group psychotherapy. Good¬ 
man’s community demands an openness, honesty, and self¬ 
revelation which renders all human intercourse political, since 
individual existence is so tightly bound to that of the group. 

(^roup therapy is in actuality a highly political process, in that 
conflict within the self and with others and its working through 
become public phenomena. The self becomes a public entity, one 
subject to manipulation by self and others. As a result there is the 
sense that life in the Goodmanian community would be lacking 
m personal privacy, intimacy with others, and with the self 
(interiority). 40 Goodman’s psychology, in which the individual’s 
history is neglected for his present situation, the unconscious is 
jettisoned as a theoretical or functional concept, and the individu¬ 
al becomes a conduit for the natural (or for the organismic), fits 
such a concept of community quite nicely. 41 The individual 
becomes defined by the present situation and the existence of 
others. What is “interior” or “within” is not an individual’s 
particular past as a vital part of the self, but the natural, an 
impersonal force which expresses itself through the organism. As 
such the natural has no history, it is simply process and force. 
There is little room for the secret or mysterious. Thus from 
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Goodman’s psychology (and from his fiction) one has individuals 
who seem rather flat and one-dimensional, always related to and 
caught up in activities, but rarely alone. There is a lack of depth 
and complexity, of richness of detail, and variety of interest in his 
discussion of individual psychology which renders the concept of 
community a bit stale and antiseptic. Indeed related to this lack 
of depth and richness is Goodman’s rather wooden and ineffec¬ 
tive use of history and historical examples in his writings. He 
neglects the context and detail for the abstracted example. 

In making the natural or organismic self-regulation the key 
concept in his social thought as well as his psychology, Goodman 
also falls victim to the naturalistic fallacy by which the existing is 
equated with the desirable. That is, within the natural world one 
can find the good, a view which flows consistently from Good¬ 
man’s antidualistic bias, and resembles Reich’s biological natural¬ 
ism. Though there are many objections to the equation of the 
natural with the good and the healthy, a central one is that the 
equation begs the question. What indeed is natural? If it is 
organismic self-regulation, does that include aggression? Good¬ 
man’s solution is to call “harmful” aggressions mere secondary 
phenomena, the derivatives of primary beneficial drives. But this 
judgment depends on a previously made value choice and a prior 
concept of what man’s “nature” is. In other words the natural 
becomes whatever Goodman decides it should be. Within limits, 
of course, the natural and organismic self-regulation have mean¬ 
ing and indicate the need for a minimum of instinctual repression 
in individual and social development. What the natural is, is 
much more problematic. This leads us to Goodman’s psychologi¬ 
cal theory. 

In 1951 Goodman collaborated with Frederick Peris and Ralph 
Hefferline in the writing of Gestalt Therapy. The first part of the 
volume was a manual of self-therapy. The second half was more 
heavily theoretical and drew the connections between Gestalt 
psychology as a type of psychotherapy and the theories of Freud 
and Reich. Although the book was a group effort, the introduc¬ 
tion indicated that Goodman had a large hand in part II. And 
anyone familiar with Goodman’s style and approach to problems, 
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his use of examples as well as his diction, could recognize quite 
readily Goodman’s dominating presence in that portion of the 
book. 

In general. Gestalt therapy is based on an antidualistic ap¬ 
proach to human experience. According to the Gestaltist, the 
individual and his environment, mind and body, inner and outer 
worlds constitute a unity, rather than being dualistically con¬ 
ceived. The health and growth of the human organism depends 
on “the formation of complete and comprehensive Gestalten. 

If these Gestalten are rigid and unchanging (corresponding to 
fixation in orthodox psychoanalysis) or not definite enough (anal¬ 
ogous to repression), then the individual is suffering from a 
neurosis, which can generally be defined as “avoidance of con- 
tact.” 43 On theoretical grounds Gestalt therapy rejects the Freud¬ 
ian notion of the unconscious as well as an “historical approach 
lo the etiology of a disturbance. Rather than historical, e.g., what 
happened when X was 7 years old caused him to . . . ,. 
approach of Gestalt therapy is a phenomenological one; it is 
interested in how the individual is in the world and deals with it 
at present. Its concern is primarily with human awareness and 
with how one contacts, senses, responds to, and uses his environ¬ 
ment, in the broadest sense. Thus its central queries are how, 
what’ where, and not why. Finally the therapeutic aim of Gestalt 
therapy is “to regain the feel of ourselves,” 44 an “unblocking of 
the individual’s powers to allow him to “grow and creatively 
adjust to his surroundings and create new Gestalten. 

In his Ego, Hunger and Aggression, Peris used Freud as a foil 
and acknowledged his indebtedness to Reich though substantial¬ 
ly modifying Reich’s emphasis upon sex. As with Reich, Peris s 
central focus was upon breaking down psychic and somatic 
barriers and regaining “contact.” In writing off the unconscious 
and the libido as crucial and in placing the responsibility for 
personal disorders squarely upon the individual, Peris approached 
the moralistic and “consciousness” psychology which Goodman 
earlier and Marcuse later accused the Revisionists of adopting. 
However, the Perlsian emphasis fitted well with Goodmans 
voluntarism and emphasis upon political and social initiative. It 
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was left to Goodman in works subsequent to Gestalt Therapy to 
delineate the institutional context which best supported individu 
al initiative. Thus Goodman added the social dimension to Peris 
individualistic approach. 

Goodman brought many of his earlier concerns to the explica 
tion of Gestalt therapy. Because of the complex and organic 
relationship between the organism and the environment, “there is 
no single function of any animal that completes itself without 
objects and environment” 45 That was to say that all human 
activity is characterized by intentionality. We do not merely 
think, we think about something. We do not desire, we desire 
something. We do not exist, we exist in a society which presents 
certain possibilities and forecloses others. Secondly, for Good¬ 
man, the animal functions of the organism are self-regulating. 
Human beings, and here entered Goodmans libertarian bias 
influenced by Reich, function best without external physical or 
intellectual or moral regulation. Thirdly, growth, which is 
synonymous with health, depends on the possibility of meeting 
the problem, i.e., “contacting the environment” and carrying 
things through to completion. If the situation is not completed or 
the problem solved (the Gestalt not formed), then two things 
may result. The organism becomes frustrated and will attempt 
compulsively to complete the situation later. As a result attention 
and energy will continually be dissipated and hence contacting 
and completing ability diminished. Or the frustration, character¬ 
istic of what Goodman called “chronic low grade emergency,” 
may lead to an identification with and introjection of the values 
of the frustrating force, be that frustrating force an individual, an 
organization, or an entire social arrangement. If the environment 
frustrates or presents no objects worthy of attention, health is 
impossible, and neurosis may be the only possible way of coping; 
indeed it may be creative. Finally it was crucial for Goodman 
that there be continual contacting and assimilation going on in 
the organism/environment field. The human organism does not 
aim for stasis; rather the need for growth through “conflict” with 
the environment is central. 

Upon reflection perhaps the most striking thing about Good- 


Paid Goodman / 97 


mans ideas was their peculiarly American flavor. 46 His version of 
Gestalt therapy owed much to pragmatism, with its emphasis 
on the human organism as a “problem solver,” as an active 
« rcator and not a passive recipient of reality. Likewise the notion 
< >1 the open-ended nature of reality, that situations continually 
present themselves for completion, was decidedly Jamesian. 

(ioodman’s rejection of the centrality of the unconscious and the 
emphasis upon the “here and nowness” of experience likewise 
betrayed an American disinterest in the past and the expectation 
that all problems were amenable to solution. 47 

There was as well a powerful Reichian undercurrent in the 
work, though Goodman modified much of Reich’s specific 
teachings. Taking a cue from the therapeutic method of Reich, 

(Goodman stressed the importance of observing how the patient 
talks, acts, and moves rather than what he says about himself and 
his past. Just as the goal of Reichian analysis was the dissolution 
of the individual armor so as to allow libidinal release and the 
satisfactory orgasm, so Goodmans central therapeutic purpose 
lay in freeing the individual to complete his situation and bring 
“organismic self-regulation” into effect. In both cases it was 
assumed that the natural, in Reich’s case the orgasmic and in 
(ioodman’s the organismic, was the ultimate source of health. 
Thus we could say that Reich’s satisfactory orgasm became a 
particular example of Goodman’s belief that “situation- 
completion” was a prerequisite of individual growth. And like 
Reich, Goodman held that the mind-body dualism was a false 
and damaging view and in itself a neurotic way of viewing 
things. 

Goodman, however, objected to Reich’s location of man’s 
essence in the biological as a way of overcoming the mind-body 
dichotomy. For, Goodman noted, in doing this Reich evaluated 
man’s cultural achievements, the conscious efforts of man in “the 
humane sciences, art, history, etc.,” 48 as the outcome of individu¬ 
al and collective neurosis. According to Goodman, the artist as 
well as therapist, culture was not a neurotic manifestation, an 
expression of sublimated energy, or a secondary phenomenon. It 
was best seen as a particularly valuable instance of the human 
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organism in its effort at problem-solving. The satisfactions from 
art and culture were full ones and not pale substitutes for sexual 
fulfillment. Rather than the artist being “extraordinary . . . 
mysterious or virulently neurotic,” 49 Goodman’s view was that 
creativity was profoundly “normal” in the basic sense. Not 
sexuality as such, but creativity best characterized man’s unique¬ 
ness. 

And finally Freud. In general, Goodman’s attitude toward 
Freud was one of admiration and respect. For Goodman, Freud 
had first identified many of the basic human problems, even if 
they now needed reform and rethinking. As mentioned before, 
Goodman rejected Freud’s causal-genetic approach and the 
emphasis upon the unconscious as the repository of past ex¬ 
perience and present repressed desires. Since Goodman’s posi¬ 
tion focused on man as a shaper and molder of his experience, it 
appeared to him that the ego and the unconscious in Freud’s 
system functioned too much as a passive respondent to reality, in 
the case of the former, and a mere repository, in the case of the 
latter. Furthermore Goodman rejected Freud’s hypostatization of 
reality as a “given” to which the individual must adjust. It was 
Goodman’s view rather that reality was a continually developing 
and still incomplete “Gestalt” which could only be understood as 
“someone’s” reality. The goal of the therapist was not to cure a 
sick person, but to aid the creative adjustment of the patient to 
reality on his own terms. Nor was the therapist an aloof, 
detached figure with finished truths to be dealt out. Therapy was 
to be educative as well as therapeutic; like the ideal pedagogue, 
the therapist’s task was to free the patient from his care. 

Of particular importance was Goodman’s interpretation of 
Freud’s aggression death instinct. Rejecting a dualistic view¬ 
point, Goodman wrote that “the aggressive drives are not essen¬ 
tially distinct from the erotic drives” 50 since under the rubric of 
aggression “annihilating, destroying initiative and anger,” which 
are essential to growth, are grouped with “sado-masochism, 
conquest and domination and suicide” which are neurotic deriva¬ 
tives. 51 In the society which continually stimulates without per¬ 
mitting complete satisfaction of drives, the aggressive instinct 
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had split into two components. In such a situation what Reich 
named “primary masochism” came into play; pain was not 
desired in itself, but rather as a way of releasing blocked drives. 52 

Regarding Freud’s Thanatos, Goodman took the position that 
the repetition-compulsion and the return to the initial trauma 
indicated not the desire for death of self, but the death of the 
more deliberate inhibiting self ... a wish for a fuller life. 53 At 
the biological level Goodman thought that Freud constructed a 
specious causal chain; because we want equilibrium, Goodman 
noted, does not mean we want it in the same manner as the 
amoeba. Each organism has a mode of life, a Gestalt, appropriate 
(o its nature. 54 To try to complete one s life became a general 
category under which one could subsume all attempts at creative 
adjustment. This Goodman held was growth, not a death wish. 
Organisms died because the entire environment could not sup¬ 
port them and they could not adjust to it. Thus death was not a 
goal inherent in man’s biological constitution. 

This rejection of a biological teleology on Goodman s part was 
the counterpart of his rejection of the historical determinism 
inherent in the Freudian approach. For Goodman, the human 
organism was neither inextricably bound up with the past nor 
driven toward some future telos. The organism exists in a 
“present” where there is a situation to be completed. Human 
existence is an ongoing process of challenge, response, and 
completion. Yet there is no progression in the sense that new 
interests, drives, or appetites develop. For Goodman an adult did 
not outgrow childish desires. Drives were constants in human 
existence and as such were healthy; their satisfaction led to 
growth. It was the focus of these drives and desires which 
changed as the individual matured: It is not the instinct or the 
desire that is infantile . . . but that the fixed attitudes . . . are 
old-fashioned, unlikely, ineffectual.” 55 One must live in an ever¬ 
present present. 

It is important to stress the centrality of Gestalt Therapy in 
Goodman’s thought. Here with the idea of organismic self¬ 
regulation, one finds a theoretical basis for Goodman s libertarian 
views and, with the idea of the necessity of an adequate 
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environment for healthy development, the underpinnings for 
Goodman’s social and environmental concerns. 

By the early 1950s Goodman’s essays, reviews, and some poetry 
and fiction had appeared fairly regularly in anarchist periodicals 
as well as in Commentary and Partisan Review , the house organs 
of the New York intelligentsia. In the middle and late 1950s, 
however, Goodman was published less and less. Though valuable 
works of social analysis by C. Wright Mills, David Riesman, and 
William H. Whyte attracted attention, for a thinker with Good¬ 
man’s utopian cast of mind, the fifties proved an uncongenial 
era. 56 Freud, despite the efforts of Fromm and Riesman, had 
been captured for tragic realism and speculative utopian ele¬ 
ments in Freud’s thought were played down or forgotten. The 
leading representative of the radical Freudians, Wilhelm Reich, 
had abandoned his political and social radicalism for cosmologi¬ 
cal and pseudoreligious, pseudoscientific speculations. What was 
worth preserving in the Reichian legacy had been taken over by 
the Beats, William Burroughs, and Norman Mailer. 

These years also saw a mounting attack on American educa¬ 
tion, which had supposedly been done irreparable damage by the 
all-pervasive influence of John Dewey. From high intellectual 
quarters to the bastions of philistinism it was claimed, only to be 
powerfully reenforced by the launching of Sputnik in 1957, that 
American education was in need of an overhaul. Educators such 
as Hyman Rickover and James Bryant Conant called for a more 
selective and rigorous educational process so that the Russian 
challenge could be met. 

Just as symptomatic of social malaise was the behavior of 
American youth. Academic liberals and radicals bemoaned the 
political apathy, the mania for security, and the careerism of 
their students. Young and old alike read Salinger’s Catcher in the 
Rye and watched James Dean in Rebel without a Cause. Many 
young people saw in these works their own story of disconnection 
from their parents and wider public and political concerns. On 
down the socioeconomic ladder, the highly visible problems were 
those of juvenile delinquency and gang warfare. From the 
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motorcycle gangs of Wild One to the surly, dangerous high 
schoolers in Blackboard Jungle , it was impressed on the nation’s 
conscience that something, particularly among the young, was 
amiss. The problem of education and the “teen-age problem 
became major preoccupations of the nation. 

And there were the Beats (or Beatniks as they came to be 
called). Through their spokesmen, Jack Kerouac and Allen 
(onsberg, they announced that they were opting out of the 
society and forming what would later be called their own 
subculture. Combining a Whitmanesque W underlust, Salingerian 
wistfulness, and the gang spirit, the Beats turned for sustenance 
to communal living, drugs, self-chosen poverty, and Eastern 
mysticism. 

Nor was the adult world without its problems or its critics. 
Both Riesman and Whyte noted that a significant change had 
laken place in American society and behavior in the past few 
decades. They pointed to the emergence of a new social type- 
the other-directed man or the organization man-whose values 
and actions were determined from without rather than from 
within. No longer was production, based on the Protestant work 
,-thic, central; rather consumption and distribution became su¬ 
preme values, the patterns of which were shaped by the mass 
media and the organization. And though the society was now an 
"affluent” one, as suggested in The Affluent Society, Galbraith 
also argued that the nation’s economic and social priorities were 
sorely in need of rectification. 

Thus the mood at the end of the fifties was a curious mixture of 
pride in affluence and shame at a certain slackness, a sense that 
American society no longer had any transcendent purpose. Social 
criticism was mixed with a defensive celebration of the American 
scene. Indicative of the situation, perhaps as much as anything 
else, was the Kennedy campaign of 1960. Although its battle 
slogans were ’’the New Frontier and a call to get the countiy 
moving again,” no one was quite sure where the new frontier was 
or to where the country should move. Supported by liberals, 
Kennedy’s campaign was based in part upon a rather militaristic 
nationalism which promised to meet the Russian challenge in 
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missiles as well as morale. In short, there was at large in th< 
country a feeling that something was wrong, but no one knew 
exactly where to seek the remedy. 

It was in this context that Paul Goodmans Growing Up Absurd 
appeared in 1960. As Norman Podhoretz tells the story, when hr 
first read Growing Up Absurd some thirteen publishers had 
already rejected Goodmans manuscript. Podhoretz was excited 
by Goodman’s work and arranged to print three excerpts from it 
in Commentary , the editorship of which he had recently as 
sumed. It was Goodman’s book that made the ‘new” Commen 
tary and, even more centrally, made Paul Goodman, who in 
recent years had been considered by some as a “has been.” 57 

With Growing Up Absurd Goodman shifted his focus. The 
book, unlike his others, was addressed to a clearly felt set of 
national problems-the disaffection of youth, juvenile delinquen¬ 
cy, the organization man, the Beats—rather than being a special¬ 
ized anarchist tract or a technical exposition of psychotherapy. 
Though sharing the disquietude of many other social critics, 
Goodman’s analysis and suggestions for change were radically at 
odds with those of many of his contemporaries. Most important, 
Goodman found for the first time a subject and an audience-the 
youth of America, a group which was emerging in the 1960s as a 
distinct social and economic force. 

Growing Up Absurd was in essence a study of what it meant to 
grow up in American society. In it Goodman ranged far and 
wide, from education and vocation to the nature of work and 
leisure, from the junior executive to the juvenile delinquent; his 
basic thesis, however, was at one with that of Gestalt Therapy 
and his earlier works: in a society that fails to provide meaning¬ 
ful objects for desire and emulation, and in which there is no 
community in the moral or physical sense, growing up will be an 
exercise in socialization to a system alienated from and at odds 
with human nature. As a result, Goodman pointed out, one 
becomes a cynical role player, as shown by the organization man; 
a naive role player, as with the hipster and juvenile delinquent; 
or else one opts out of what Goodman called the “organized 
system” a la the Beats. 
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basic in Growing Up Absurd was the idea that the processes 
iti k 1 values of the “organized system” were based upon a false 
\ icw of human nature, and that this system resorted to manipula¬ 
tion and bribery to force acquiescence. In terms of Gestalt 
theory, American society frustrated the natural desires of its 
youth and prevented them from following through or completing 
i situation on their own terms. Or in Reichian terms, the process 
of growing up in America was similar to a frustrated and 
unsatisfactory orgasm. One was continually being interrupted by 
a system which would not let one be, and thus was unhappy. 
()nce this happened the identification with and partial introjec- 
tion of external values took place. One went along with the 
system and squandered his powers—or one withdrew. 

At the heart of the rationale for the operation of the organized 
system was an old enemy of Goodman’s—the idea that human 
beings are “blank tablets” that can be modified to fit externally 
imposed needs. According to Goodman, the organized system 
look individuals to be passive beings who were to be matched 
with the jobs and tasks demanded by the system. For Goodman, 
building on the philosophical anthropology he developed in 
Gestalt Therapy , “man is a maker, he must use his productive 
nature or be miserable.” 58 In a society which imposes and 
manipulates rather than drawing out of the individual his unique 
talents, those who do not or will not fit in are considered 
deviants. Society should be fitted to human nature, not the 
reverse. 

Goodman’s terminology and analysis were couched in tradi¬ 
tional language, and thus all the more effective. He took the 
Protestant terms—vocation and justification—and recast them in 
secular terms. For Goodman, one’s place in society was justified 
by real tasks. To have a task and hence to belong in the world 
was what he meant by vocation. 59 In American society, however, 
young people were faced with an either/or situation. Either one 
acquiesced in the system and assumed a role rather than a 
vocation and identity, or one “dropped out.” In either case real 
tasks and serious vocations were lacking. 

The central metaphor of Growing Up Absurd , descriptive of 
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the moral structure of American society, was what Goodman 
named “The Apparently Closed Room” with a “rat race” at tli< 
center. 60 Organization men were in the system, but were cynical 
juvenile delinquents were outside, but wanted to join. But th< 
group that Goodman called “the Early Resigned” or the Beals 
attracted most of his attention. Unlike the celebrators of the Beat 
movement who saw in it the social and artistic salvation ol 
American society, or those who saw the Beats as “a collection ol 
unrelated incidents of individual pathology ... to be dealt with 
either sternly by the cops or benevolently by the psychiatrists,” 61 
Goodman cast a sympathetic yet critical eye at the Beats. He 
rightly saw that as a sociological phenomenon they were “a major 
pilot study of the use of leisure in an economy of abundance.” 6 " 
He also praised their explicit rejection of the organized system 
and felt that their habits—a liberal sexual ethic, a certain slop¬ 
piness, a tendency toward communitarian social groupings—were 
probably more sensible than those of the middle class, and by no 
means pathological. 63 In a more critical vein, Goodman noted 
that the artistic productions of the Beats, due to a lack of 
discipline and personal standards, represented little more than 
self-therapy. Nor did he care for their use of drugs or the 
elements of “hipster” coolness he perceived in their manner. As 
matters turned out, this would in general be Goodman's judg¬ 
ment of the youth throughout the sixties. His was thus an 
ambivalent attitude toward the Beats—a sympathy with their 
freedom and incipient sense of community mixed with a distaste 
for their know-nothingism. And as the new champion of youth 
after the appearance of Growing Up Absurd , Goodman would 
launch into the task of “how to educate the young now that I 
have doughtily rescued them from the dragon of the Organiza¬ 
tion.” 64 

In the final chapter of Growing Up Absurd Goodman drew 
back to a historical perspective. The organized system blocked 
and frustrated natural human powers, he maintained, because of 
an “accumulation of missed and compromised revolutions . . . 
tradition has been broken yet there is no new standard to affirm 
. . . a missed revolution makes irrelevant the community that 
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persists. And a compromised revolution tends to shatter the 
community that was without an adequate substitute. 60 Good- 
man's goal was the establishment of a world “where the commu¬ 
nity is planned as a whole, with an organic interaction of work, 
living and play . . . production is primarily for use . . . democracy 
begins in the town meeting . . . regional variety is encouraged. 

”66 Until this was the case American society would be a 

difficult place in which to grow up. 

The immediate impression made by Growing Up Absurd was 
that it was a collection of radical utopian proposals. Yet upon 
examination Goodman’s work was profoundly conservative in the 
values that informed the critique. In fact, this union of traditional 
values and radical analysis made up much of the book s freshness 
and, by implication, supported Goodman’s “missed revolution 
thesis. For, the idea of missed revolutions was another way of 
describing a society in social and moral transition, informed by 
neither fixed standards nor a revolutionary imperative. 

At the same time Growing Up Absurd raised many more 
questions than it answered. As in Communitas there was a 
diagnosis and a briefer prognosis but no hint of how the distance 
between existing reality and projected ideal might be traversed. 
Though Goodman’s discussion of American youth was a sympa¬ 
thetic one, his treatment of them hardly indicated that they 
might be the cutting edge of social transformation. And it could 
be asked whether Goodman’s image of man as a maker was any 
longer relevant or even viable in a system where mass-produced 
and shoddily made goods were turned out by men who, if 
Goodman was right, would never find identity or vocation. 

Much of the book’s provocativeness was related to its wide- 
ranging focus. Yet a major structural problem was that Goodman 
failed to develop, to flesh out, the implications of many of his 
proposals. Matters were introduced, analyzed, and criticized 
rather offhandedly, and then dropped. For example, Goodmans 
contention that a series of aborted revolutions were responsible 
for the unsatisfactory state of American society was certainly 
interesting and provocative. But Goodman’s elaboration of the 
idea was a mere listing of the missed revolutions with a capsule 
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description of each. They were not related to each other in ;i 
rigorous way. The whole enterprise lacked historical specificity, 
nor was there any hint that some of the revolutions might have 
been mutually contradictory. Finally the idea failed to add up to 
much of anything. 

Despite these faults Goodman’s book received and deserved 
much notice and praise. In its way Growing Up Absurd was to 
the generation of the early sixties what Catcher in the Rye had 
been to the youth of the fifties. It had the merit of placing certain 
problems considered formerly to be personal aberrations or 
special cases in a wider social context, and it suggested that 
American society had to be worthy of its youth, if it expected the 
youth to be worthy of it. 

As the 1960s progressed and Goodman’s fame grew apace, he 
turned increasingly to the young people as the focus of his 
interest, to education as the central fact of their lives, and to the' 
educational system as the key institution in the society. In doing 
so Goodman became the spokesman, a new Randolph Bourne, 
for the middle-class college student, yet in a way that young 
people frequently misunderstood. After the student sit-ins at 
Berkeley in 1964 Goodman was charged by hostile critics with 
being a pied piper of the young, leading them astray by and 
while telling them what they wanted to hear. If one reads 
Goodman’s message carefully, it is more complicated than this. 
Youth were indeed exploited. Yet they also wasted their time and 
did not know much of anything; a source of hope, but also of 
despair. 

As already mentioned, Goodman placed himself in the Pro¬ 
gressive Education tradition and often quoted Dewey approving¬ 
ly. Goodman’s pedagogy was based upon the idea that “good 
teaching is that which leads the student to want to learn 
something more.” 67 Education was a way of unblocking and 
releasing spontaneity and energy for a certain task or problem. In 
this it resembled closely his therapeutic principles. Also impor¬ 
tant was Goodman’s repeated opinion that for most people at 
most times a rigid separation of classroom and street, schooling 
and work, learning and doing was harmful to real education. 


Paul Goodman / 107 


According to Goodman one best learned “incidentally.” Or one 
learned in conjunction with “something else”-a job or an appren- 
I iceship under the tutelage of someone who was competent in a 

given field. r a q 

Goodman added to his Deweyan strain an admixture ot A. . 
Neill’s Summerhill philosophy which stressed nonauthoritarian 
school and community structures, voluntary class attendance, and 
encouragement of instinctual gratification. Nor was it any acci¬ 
dent that Neill’s educational projects were strongly shaped by 
the ideas of Wilhelm Reich,, and thus^ fitted in nicely with 

prominent aspects of Goodman s thought. 

At the opposite end of the spectrum from the Progressivist bias 
was Goodman’s commitment to the western intellectual tradition, 
lie noted with concern that few if any young people felt a link 
with this tradition; in rejecting the organized school system they 
had also rejected the western tradition. Yet to force-feed t e 
masses of students with the humanities was a mistake, for they 
were best learned accidentally and of one’s own volition. It was 
the function of the “community of scholars” to preserve and 
transmit this tradition. Thus education had a dual function-to 
prepare the individual for a social and vocational role and to 

carry on the tradition. 09 

In the context of the early sixties it was to the cold war 
educators such as James Bryant Conant and Hyman Rickover 
that Goodman addressed many of his remarks. In his boo s 
Conant had set up a conflict between individual and national 
goals and stressed the latter’s determining role in educational 
policy. As Goodman replied: “It is not an interesting question 
whether the school system should be harnessed to the nationa 
goals rather than devoted to individual development, intellectual 
virtues, or pure research. Any extensive part of society is inevi¬ 
tably harnessed to the national goals. . . . The question is w at 
are the national goals. . . ?”™ Needless to say Goodman found the 
national goals of “keeping up” with the Russians and accelerating 

the growth rate of the economy less than salutary. 

It was to the colleges and universities that Goodman directed 
most of his attention, since they were fast becoming the direct 
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accomplices of national goals and governmental direction. To bis 
distress he found that “the colleges, like the rest of America, have 
succumbed to the familiar style of the Organized System 
smooth, rationalizing, bold and vacuous.”™ As a result college 
youth were being bribed by government fellowships and research 
grants and thus locked into the national system. This was 
particularly distressing to Goodman since for him the “colleges 
and universities are the only important face-to-face sell 
governing communities still active in our modern society”™ The 
agent of encroachment upon the community of scholars was o| 
course the administration. Due to the enormous growth of college 
administrations which had resulted from the growth of universi- 
I6 '“ national demands, the university, as Goodman saw it 
m 1964, was threatened with being transformed into a learning 
corporation. 

Paradoxically, Goodman took as a counterexample the 
medieval tradition of the academy in which students and teach- 
cis constituted the community and managed matters themselves 
Por a genuine community of scholars to carry on the tradition it 
was necessary that teacher and student be in constant contact 
and that the man teaching be “a better something else.” In other 
words students should have real and viable models for emulation 
and admiration, men who had experience and could impart it If 

f S ^?“ g . a ? ng this line was not attempted, then Goodman 
feared that the gap between adults and youth would widen- 
adu ts as teachers would be tied to the organized system and 
youth would either be left isolated in their own subculture, one 
which was not adequate for growing up, or they would finallv 
acquiesce to the values of the organized system. For Goodman 
the academic problem at present is to unblock the intellect in 

Z e JT g i t0 Pr0Ve that * iS POSSible for P ersons to display 
intellectual virtues ... and to use them in the community and the 
world without futility .” 78 y 

The chief purp 0se of Goodman’s writings on education was, as 

direr I* ”74 r ^ P6 ° P 6 3t Ieast to be § in to think in another 
a least t’ T" " U ^ ested ’ for example, that students wait 

at least two years after high school before entering college At the 
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.ml of The Community of Scholars he advanced the proposal 
l hat students secede from the large universities and set up shop 
mi their own, an idea which was influential in the free university 
movement of the middle sixties. 75 Goodman had always stressed 
the value of decentralizing public school administration and 
involving the community in school affairs, and thus undoubtedly 
contributed to the moves for school decentralization in the late 
1960s. 

Perhaps the best way to characterize Goodman's educational 
theory and practice is to call it Socratic. Like Socrates, Good¬ 
man's fundamental presupposition was that education proceeds 
best in face-to-face contact and often with erotic over- and 
undertones. As Goodman noted several times, he considered the 
teacher-student relationship to be basically an erotic one. And if 
the testimony of his diary and his fiction is accurate, erotic 
relationships, especially homosexual ones, were also opportunities 
for educating. Just as Socrates had done, the dialogue is to be 
carried on in the marketplace or the city street as well as in the 
enclosed school. The pedagogue must alternately entice and put 
the student down. Criticism shows profound concern for the 
youth and this concern makes use of the personal and the erotic 
to bring the student to a realization of his own powers, the nature 
of the society, and the validity of the tradition. Education is both 
an instrument of social change and one of social and cultural 
solidarity, insofar as it provides the basic link between gener¬ 
ations and the models for youth to emulate. If it is tied into the 
organized system and seeks to exploit the students, then the 
youth as student has no models, no tradition, and thus no 
community. This was the situation as Goodman found it in the 
1960s. Education seemed neither to encourage the natural nor 
conserve the traditional. With education nearly discredited, the 
last hope for genuine community was also fast disappearing and 
the youth were faced with the prospect of truly growing up 
absurd. 

Besides his work in education, Goodman also turned his 
attention in the early sixties to national politics. In 1962 he wrote 
a long article for Dissent in which he very perspicaciously 
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criticized the Kennedy Administration for displaying much ener- 
gy without a conception of what it wanted to accomplish. Rather 
than idealists or even genuine pragmatists, Goodman espied 
behind the concern for “postures” and “stances” of the 
Kennedies traces of Norman Mailer’s hipsters.™ Goodman also 
assumed the role of an elderly activist and was on hand in 
Berkeley in the heady days of the 1964 student uprisings. Taken 
by these early stirrings of youthful radicalism, Goodman saw 
there a movement which promised “the revival of democracv the 
human use of technology and getting rid of war.”” And later in 
the decade Goodman lent his time and energies to the anti- 
Vietnam war movement and the organization of draft resistance. 

Goodman s main theoretical work of social criticism in the 
sixties was his People or Personnel. In People or Personnel 
Goodman discussed the relative merits of centralization and 

and anived at a com l^nation which he called 
the Mixed System.” While never abandoning his fundamental 
commitment to communitarian social organization, Goodman 
turned from utopian speculations and attempted to find in 
American society as it existed the possibilities for the emergence 
of community. For Goodman the prerequisite for community was 
decentralization, an external transformation of political, econom- 
ic, and educational structures. 

Goodman stressed that “decentralization is not a lack of order 
or planning and that most anarchists were not “anarchists but 

^centralists. ‘ R f urnin S to an old theme, Goodman’s thesis was 

at pe ° p e ’ lf Ieft t0 their ow n devices and allowed to make 
eir own decisions, were psychologically better off and did not 
neec to ie coerced or bribed into functioning together. But 
Goodman granted, in a less doctrinaire manner than formerly, 
at in some areas centralization was necessary; e.g., for facilita¬ 
tion and execution, once a basic decision was made as in mass 
production of necessities such as construction materials, domestic 
machinery cars; in natural monopolies of water and power 

supply; and to meet ecological problems requiring widespread 
cooperation. 79 r 

In areas involving basic moral and political decisions, in 
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intellectual and scientific work, decentralization, however, was 
vital. The goal of the Mixed System would be to ‘"relax this 
Interlocking” of all individual and social activities into one “social 
machine, running for its own aggrandizement, in which all 
citizens are personnel.” 80 

()nce decentralization had been carried out “the best means of 
creating community is to delegate power.” 81 As things stood 
(mod man saw as a central fact of American society a sense of 
powerlessness among rich and poor, white and black. In such a 
situation of constant frustration, of “acting according to someone 
«• Iso’s schedule,” of “chronic low grade emergency” people either 
gave up and retreated into their own private concerns or 
identified with the externally imposed system. The danger was 
that in responding to this frustration people would want “to get it 
over with.” Frustrated and anxious citizens received vicarious 
satisfaction from the exercise of power by the national govern¬ 
ment against those who would not acquiesce. 82 Thus again 
(Goodman went back to his own writings in Gestalt Therapy (and 
ultimately to Reich) and pointed out that individuals or groups 
were frustrated and anxious insofar as they did not have the 
means to finish their situation. 

The only hope for breaking this impasse lay with the youth 
movement, the only “libertarian and popular counterforce” 83 in 
the society. As in Growing Up Absurd Goodman continued to 
express admiration for young people and their commitment and 
willingness to experiment with sexual and social arrangements. 
Yet he noted that “the radical young still seem averagely messed 
up, no better than their parents.” They had “no coherent pro¬ 
gram” and tended to “cool off and hop from issue to issue.” 84 

Nevertheless youth were in Goodman’s terms America’s most 
exploited social group and hence would have to serve as the 
cutting edge of social regeneration. Goodman’s use of “exploited” 
in itself pointed up the difference between orthodox radicalism 
and Goodman’s brand. Goodman used the term to refer not to 
economic deprivation as such, but to the fact that students, like 
industrial workers in the time of developing capitalism, were the 
key to the functioning of the organized system and must thus be 
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forced into its service. As educated and skilled “personnel,” 
s udents became valuable commodities, extensions of their talents 
and training. As such they were alienated from themselves and 
their desires and thus prime for revolt. 

If Goodman had opened the 1960s with a radical analysis 
grounded m conservative values, he opened the 1970s with a 
self-styled conservative tract based upon a radical perspective-. 
Most of Goodmans themes were familiar ones: a distaste for 
statrsm and social engineering, a dislike for the meretriciousness 
oi much of the society, an advocacy of decentralization and 
individual initiative, combined with a concern for the possibility 

ot vocation and meaningful activity. Only Goodman’s focus had 
shitted. 

The central theme of New Reformation was that individuals in 
American society had no “world” and hence were alienated from 
their own powers and from others. By “world,” an obvious 
surrogate for community and taken from the language of Gestalt 
psychology, Goodman referred to a situation in which one “can 
act and realize [himself.]”** A world is given depth and detail bv 
a sense of tradition and history. This lacking, young people, in 
particular, repeated the mistakes of the past and their actions 
tailed to add up to anything. A world was fully “there” when 
discoverable vocations existed through which one used his native 
powers in a meaningful way. And a world was made possible 
only when people could connect power and function, could carry 
through on their needs and wants. The clearest sign that Ameri¬ 
cans elt powerless was their fascination with power in the 
abstract: conservatives embraced a nonpolitics of law and order 
while students and minorities fell prey to half-baked Leninism 
and were radicalized by manipulation. 

Jr*' ° fthislac 1 k 7 a “world,” young professionals tended 
towaid cynicism m the belief that “there was no knowledge but 

only a sociology of knowledge.”** The nation’s cities were chaotic 
‘ ad unhvable because there “aren’t enough citizens,inhabit¬ 
ants who feci the city is theirs. Institutional education failed to 
equip its students with useful skills and many in colleges had no 
interest in being there. As a result most students were not 
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authentic”; they had no “world” and latched onto “authentic” 
heroes such as Che Guevera or Eldridge Cleaver who were 
inappropriate to their situation. It became clear that with New 
He formation that Goodman had become disillusioned with the 
radical student movement, whose hero and mentor he had once 
I a‘(*n. Now his attention had shifted to the young professional 
( lasses who possessed some competence and training and were, 
as Veblen had recognized earlier, the key to the transformation of 
a highly technologized order. 

(Goodman found himself in something of a dilemma at this 
point. His own brand of anarchism had always been based upon 
I lie implicit notion that those who had a “world,” a sense of 
( ompetence and skill, could best control their own lives and thus 
would constitute a self-regulating community that would contra¬ 
dict the view which held that individuals had to be directed from 
above. By Goodman's own admission, however, the general ethos 
ol alienation allowed none of this and was foreign to anarchist- 
communitarian possibility. Alienation, he noted, has been a 
presupposition historically for avant-garde movements or reli¬ 
gious revivals, but seldom for communitarian politics. An anar¬ 
chism which draws upon “the alienated, the dispossessed, the 
lumpen, the outcasts and criminals, those who have nothing to 
lose” 88 is liable to end in dictatorship and authoritarianism. 

I kicking a sense of individual self and group trust, the seriously 
alienated were prone to fall back onto the strong man who, by 
absolute power, could weld the alienated together and end their 
internal conflicts. Thus the question which Goodman left unan¬ 
swered was, how are the alienated to gain a sense of compe¬ 
tence, and overcome their alienation? 

It was perhaps because of this last dilemma, fraught with 
danger, that Goodman made clear his strategy of coming up with 
the “small step” to meet a specific social need instead of waiting 
lor the apocalypse or the end of history. His role was to be a 
therapist-pedagogue for American society, called upon to “im¬ 
provise dumb-bunny alternatives” to alleviate the “metaphysical 
emergency of Modern Times: feeling powerless. . . .” 89 Rather 
than a violent collective change which “would be certainly 
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totalitarian,” Goodman s strategy was to "try piecemeal to defend 
and extend the areas of liberty, locally, on the job, in the 
mores.” 90 

Whatever Goodman's practical proposals, his thesis that 
western society was on the verge of a "New Reformation” made a 
certain amount of sense. The established faith was the belief in 
the saving power of science and technology; its institutionalized 
expression, the interconnecting nexus of government, academy, 
and industry. Goodman foresaw no erotic pastoral society or a new 
tribalism to take its place. Rather technology would have to 
become a branch of moral philosophy” 91 in a society in which 
science and technology took an important, but not dominant 
place. Thus, in the broadest sense, ecology would become the 
queen of future sciences. 

New Reformation was finally a sad and moving book in which 
Goodman included a moving remembrance of his son Matty, who 
had been killed in an accident in 1967. It was in a wider sense a 
valedictory to his role as champion of youth. As a self-confessed 
Erasmian sceptic,” with considerable insight and some ambiva¬ 
lence, Goodman called attention to the cracks in the once 
imposing facade of the church universal of science and technolo¬ 
gy. On the eve of the reformation, however, no Luther had yet 
emerged. 

In retrospect, it appears that Goodman’s works of social 
analysis have become somewhat repetitious. At his best, Good¬ 
man s steady vision has been applied to a variety of problems and 
he has often arrived at the illuminating insight, the suggestion 
which would break the spell of intellectual and practical stagna¬ 
tion. At his weakest, Goodman has become rather predictable, 
yet part of this may be due to the fact that so many of his ideas 
have become part of standard intellectual discourse. Since 
Growing Up Absurd most of his social thought has appeared in 
essay form and at times some of the essays have read as though 
they were tossed off without much thought. One cannot help but 
feel that Goodman should stop writing essays. His proclivity for 
the essay, small thought experiments,” reflects a weakness of his 
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us a thinker—the quick and often valuable insight left unde¬ 
veloped. And for that reason one is never sure how seriously 
( Woodman’s proposals are to be taken. The strength of Communi- 
tas, Gestalt Therapy , and Growing Up Absurd lay in their 
sustained focus and developed line of thought and it is to that 
Ivpe of effort that Goodman needs to return. 

It is too early to say just what Goodman’s status as a thinker 
will be. His career up to now reminds us again of one of the 
enduring ironies of the creative life: that the best and most 
productive period in the life of a thinker or an artist often falls at 
I hat time when he is working in relative isolation and not subject 
to public scrutiny or acclaim. Once a man gains notoriety, as 
(Goodman has, he becomes locked into a set of positions from 
which he is not expected to deviate. Goodman has apparently 
lelt the pressure of his public role, since, by his own testimony, 
he published his diary 5 Years in part to confound his public 
image as a "good man,” a keeper of society’s conscience, by 
giving quite graphic accounts of his homosexual encounters. 

Whatever the final evaluation, Goodman has identified prob¬ 
lems and suggested solutions to those problems over the last 
twenty-five years that his more sophisticated and "realistic” 
contemporaries have ignored. Finally, perhaps, those who focus 
upon Goodman, the man, are at least partially correct. It has 
been Goodman’s personal witness to his own ideas, his partici¬ 
pation in the common life of the society as though it were a 
genuine community, and his service as a model for a generation 
of young people which has made it impossible to imagine the 
current life of the mind in America without him. 
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Although both Herbert Marcuse and Paul Goodman have been of 
considerable influence in contemporary radical thought, the dis¬ 
tance between them in style and procedure is great. Goodman is 
always ready with the “practical proposal,” the suggestion for 
doing things differently, while Marcuse is a resolutely theoretical 
thinker who, until fairly recently, abjured a public role as 
spokesman for anyone. Goodman, it should be recalled, has 
involved himself in the public life since the forties, whereas until 
recently Marcuse’s name was known chiefly to students of Hegel 
and Marx. Writing out of the central European tradition of 
socialist humanism, a composite of Hegel, Marx, Freud, and 
German cultural criticism, Marcuse’s mode of analysis is a far cry 
from the personal, often chatty essay-style of a Goodman. 

As a result, what Marcuse’s thought gains in theoretical rigor 
and complexity (though at times obscure), it loses in specificity 
and immediate cogency. Where Goodman has obviously written 
out of his own experience as a teacher, parent, and citizen and 
uses experience from these areas to make his points, Marcuse’s 
analysis moves along with a heavy eloquence and sometimes 
ponderous playfulness above the daily muddle. There is, howev¬ 
er, a sophistication and subtlety in Marcuse’s work, due probably 
to the theoretical tradition he adheres to, which is missing in 
Goodman’s often rather scatter-gun approach. 

In strictest terms Marcuse’s focus of concern, from Eros and 
Civilization on, has not been American society and culture as 
such. Rather it has been America as the prime example of 
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advanced industrial and technological society, a phenomenon 
which represents for Marcuse the direction of socioeconomic 
< l( welopment in Europe and to a degree in the Soviet Union. 

The danger with Marcuse’s thought for those uninitiated in the 
European tradition from which he emerges is that one is either 
totally “put off” by its heavily theoretical nature and willing to 
consign it to the junk heap-or else so seduced by what passes as 
profundity that no critical vantage point can be assumed. Hope- 
hilly the following discussion of Marcuse’s work will avoid either 

extreme. 

The Thirties 

In the 1930s Marcuse’s essays and reviews appeared primarily in 
the Z eitschrift fur Sozialforschung, the publication of the Institut 
fiir Sozialforschung which was located in Frankfurt-am-Main 
until the early years of the decade and then in Geneva and 
finally New York where it closed in 1941. 1 A reading of these 
essays is of more than mere historical interest since many of the 
themes, which he later developed in the 1950s and 1960s in his 
works, first received expression then. The ideas of a critical 
theory,” “negative thinking,” “one-dimensionality, the definition 
of rationality in terms of freedom and happiness rather than 
domination and control can all be found in these early essays. 
And though Marcuse made practically no references to the work 
of Freud or to psychoanalysis generally, he laid the theoretica 
groundwork which would later prove compatible with Freudian 

concepts. , . 

Marcuse’s earliest work was concerned with combining histori- 
cal materialism and a phenomenological analysis taken from his 
one-time mentor, Martin Heidegger. Marcuse’s procedure of 
moving from philosophy to social theory was illustrated m an 
early essay “Ober die philosophischen Grundlagen des wirt- 
schaftswissenschaftlichen Arbeitsbegriff” (1933) in which he 
analyzed the meaning of labor. Marcuse argued that labor was 
best understood as “an ontological concept that implies the 
ground [Sein] of human existence [Dasein].” 2 Any attempt to 
understand labor as a biological, psychological, or ethical concept 
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was, according to Marcuse, misleading and only secondarily 
enlightening. Labor was the fundamental mediating activity 
between man and the world—“the way of being in the world . . . 
the Form of his existence” 3 —and as such a presupposition of 
human existence. 

With this established, Marcuse contrasted human and animal 
existence by noting that “man himself must make his existence” 4 
while the animal allows existence to happen and is related to the 
world passively. Self-production through and by labor is the 
activity whereby man establishes his existence and seeks to 
perpetuate himself in the world. Moreover through labor one 
finds oneself “in the service of the other from himself . . . 
existence is in itself oriented to this objectively given world 
[Sachlichkeit ].” 5 Human existence is by definition “alienated” 
from the world, yet “only in proceeding through the extemaliza- 
tion and alienation can one gain oneself.” 6 

Because man is the being who must act upon external reality, 
i.e., labor, he thus “places himself in the concrete situation of 
history . . . and becomes a member of a social group or an 
economic class or assumes a social status.” 7 The act of laboring 
inserts man into society and history, and it is as a social-historical 
being that man is to be understood rather than “in the realm of 
nature, of materiality.” 8 

Marcuse proceeded then to distinguish two types of labor- 
intellectual and material. The former becomes possible “only 
when existence is free of want [Not]. . . .” 9 For Marcuse the 
important fact was not that these two modes of labor exist, since 
they are more or less permanent. Rather it was that “The 
historical community ... is constituted by the basic relationship 
of mastery and servitude (Herrschaft unci Knechtschaft ) ,” 10 and 
thus the modes of labor become embodied in different classes. 
Those who find themselves in either realm (of mastery or 
servitude) are severed from one vital aspect of existence and 
hence denied self-fulfillment: “the two-dimensionality of necessi¬ 
ty and freedom within the whole of the existent being has 
become a two-dimensionality of different existing entities and 
anchored in socio-economically differentiated ways of life.” 11 
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Tims the split between intellectual and material, freedom and 
necessity, culture and toil, theory and practice. Only when the 
separation is abolished by the abolition of the class society can 
actual and true labor, “the complete and free realization of the 
whole human being in his social world,” become a possibility. 12 
I ale in a class society remains one-dimensional. 

In several ensuing essays Marcuse returned to these and 
similar problems, investigating the relationship between social 
reality and philosophical thought and the extent to which the 
nature of thought is ideological and hence the reflection of social 
relationships rather than critical of social reality. At the same 
lime Marcuse attempted to recast traditional themes of western 
philosophy so that they would no longer be ideological. In The 
Concept of Essence” (1936), Marcuse suggested that the philo¬ 
sophical disjunction between existence and essence in western 
thought reflected an enduring social bifurcation. Theory (or 
thought), the object of which was the “essential” of Greek 
I bought, or the “self certain ego cogito” of bourgeois thought, was 
the province of an elevated “class,” while biological necessities, 
“mere existence,” were won by an underclass. 

As a way out for philosophical consciousness Marcuse reverted 
to Hegel’s historization of essence, but modified it by deidealizing 
it. For Marcuse, “the difference between essence and appearance 
is an historical constellation of social relationships and could be 
subjected to “the practice of transformation.” 13 Thus Marcuse’s 
historical dialectic exploded the static eternal relationship be¬ 
tween existence and essence. Their union was to be effected by a 
“praxis” (an informed action) rather than through pure thought 
or unthinking action. “Essence” was thus historicized and came to 
refer to the tendencies in the historical situation which transcend 
the given situation and point to a better possible reality. Essence 
became a concept which referred to common needs and desires 
of all men, realizable within and not beyond history and society. 

The question remained unanswered, however, as to what those 
“essentials” were which constituted the telos of social thought and 
praxis. In “Philosophy and Critical Theory” (1937), Marcuse 
moved closer to an answer to this problem as well as a definition 
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of his “method.” In the essay he staked out a position somewhere 
between the original impulse of philosophical materialism—the 
concern for human happiness—and the procedure of idealism- 
the critical use of reason in the service of human freedom. 
Marcuse called his approach “critical theory” and defined it as 
the attempt “to explain the totality of man and his world in terms 
of his social being” with the focus being the “concern with human 
happiness ... a transformation of the material conditions for 
existence.” 14 

At this point, however, Marcuse brought his “idealist” back¬ 
ground into play by pointing out that critical theory must in turn 
be animated by “Reason ... a critical tribunal” which “represents 
the highest potentiality of man and his existence.” 15 Social theory 
was thus to be the intellectual mode of transcending the given 
reality in that “it spoke against the facts and confronted bad 
facticity with its better potentialities.” 16 In Hegelian fashion 
reality was pregnant with its own negation and transcendence. 

Finally the goal of critical theory and praxis was “the realiza¬ 
tion of reason” in a rational society where “the subordination of 
the economy to the individual needs” would prevail. 17 Reason 
was that human power which pointed toward individual freedom 
and the satisfaction of needs. The rational became in Marcuse’s 
hands the expression in society and history of the structure of 
human needs which are to be concretely realized. Thus, insofar 
as critical theory focused on general human needs rather than on 
class-linked ones, it was nonideological and genuinely critical. 
For Marcuse critical theory went beyond idealism in attempting 
to make concrete what was only abstract in idealism. It was 
“practically” materialistic in that its concern was with the fulfill¬ 
ment of material and physical needs. Yet it retained the cutting 
edge of idealism in positing a human power, reason, and a future 
situation which transcended the given situation. 

In “The Affirmative Character of Culture” (1937), Marcuse 
examined the philosophical and social implications of the western 
concept of culture. Once again he began with the Greeks and 
noted their separation of “the useful and necessary from the 
beautiful and from enjoyment.” 18 This ontologically grounded 
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i (ravage between the realm of “truth, goodness and beauty” 
(culture) and “material provisions of life” reflected the social 
division in Greek society between the leisure class, the guardians 
n! culture, and those who toiled in the realm of necessity and 
thus were excluded from the felicity and wisdom of the good 
life. 19 

Making his usual jump to the epoch of bourgeois philosophy, 
Marcuse pointed out that although the bourgeois concept of 
culture posited the opposition between the spiritual and the 
material, the possibility was held out to all men that they could 
transcend the realm of “social utility and means” (or civiliza¬ 
tion), though the means for achieving this were lacking since 
"equality does not extend to the condition for attaining the 
means.” 20 Marcuse thus revealed the ambiguity at the heart of 
bourgeois thought. It was of critical value in that it called into 
question “the materialism of bourgeois practice”; 21 yet the ideal¬ 
ist concept of culture was powerless to affect social reality and 
acquiesced in its own irrelevance. Because of its passivity before 
social and economic givens, bourgeois culture came more and 
more to be a “matter of spiritual values” according to which “the 
concept of soul comes into ever sharper contradiction to mind. 

. . .” 22 Culture was deprived of a critical thrust and mind was 
applied chiefly in the realm of technology and material produc¬ 
tion. Beauty, sensuality, and enjoyment became consolatory 
rather than critical. Happiness and freedom were “inner” and 
thus finally illusory since external reality remains unchanged. In 
sum, the conventional concept of culture was potentially liber¬ 
ating, but in the service of one class it became a way of 
undergirding the status quo. Consciousness was continually set 
over against a bad social reality and was continually overcome by 
that reality. 

It was, however, the essay “On Hedonism” (1938) which 
foreshadowed most clearly Marcuse’s later interest in Freud and 
the shift in his thought toward “the aesthetic” as the central 
concept. In this essay Marcuse discussed the inadequacy of 
previous philosophical attempts to formulate a hedonistic philoso¬ 
phy. He found that happiness and reason were traditionally 
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regarded as opposing values. Or in the case of Epicureanism, 
where “Reason . . . became the adjudicator of pleasure,” neither 
term—happiness or reason—retained its true meaning. 23 Likewise 
idealism was inadequate as a source for true hedonism since it 
posited reason as superior and universal and relegated material 
needs and wants to the merely “arbitrary and subjective.” 24 

Marcuse’s solution was to link the concept of happiness—“the 
fulfillment of all potentialities of the individual”—with freedom 
and reason. 25 Reason became the guide to freedom which was a 
prerequisite of happiness. In a society no longer riven by class 
groupings and interests, the satisfaction of individual wants 
would be precisely the definition of the “rational,” the goal of 
critical theory informed by reason. In this essay Marcuse dis¬ 
cussed the problem of sexuality for the first time. He pointed out 
that in bourgeois society and ethics, sexuality was sanctioned 
only to the extent that it contributed to “physical or mental 
health” or “the production of new labor power.” 26 In such a 
society labor was also separated from enjoyable and spontaneous 
feeling, just as it was separated from thought. Marcuse contrarily 
linked pleasure with freedom in that “augmented pleasure . . . 
would represent . . . increased liberation of the individual for it 
would demand freedom in the choice of object, in the knowledge 
and in the realization of his potentialities, and freedom of time 
and of place.” 27 

Thus Marcuse’s early social thought represented a theoretical 
attempt to make clear the inadequacy of human activity, materi¬ 
al or intellectual, and the impossibility of happiness that was free 
and responsible to one’s self and to others, in a class society. At 
the core of his thought lay a fundamental identity between 
reason, freedom, and happiness. Reason uninformed by the other 
two concepts became rationalization in the Weberian sense, a 
means of subordinating the individual to economic and social 
processes. Happiness without the other two was a mindless 
satisfaction of wants determined by oppressive reality and ac¬ 
complished at the expense of others. And freedom without reason 
and happiness led to mere competition within the existing social 
framework and was thus achieved at the expense of others. Only 
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.1 critical theory, which combined these elements and criticized 
■ xisting facts, and a praxis which aimed at their realization could 
unite the best feature of bourgeois idealism and historical materi¬ 
alism and in Hegelian fashion transcend them both. 

The culmination of Marcuse’s attempts to forge a new critical 
theory of society came in Reason and Revolution (1941). In this 
volume Marcuse was concerned with three lines of argument. 
With Europe faced by Nazi domination, Marcuse defended 
11 (‘gel against the charge of being an ideological ancestor of 
National Socialism. Secondly, Marcuse, in a related gambit, 
sought to demonstrate the similarities rather than the differences 
between Hegel and Karl Marx. Thus the Hegel who emerged 
Irom the pages of Reason and Revolution was the Hegel who had 
supported the French Revolution and the philosopher whose 
i bought had contained the seeds of a critical social theory. 
Kin ally Marcuse sought to defend the tradition of German 
idealism, again represented most centrally by Hegel, against the 
onslaughts of eighteenth-century empiricism and its nineteenth- 
century cousin, positivism. In doing so he implicitly defended 
continental radicalism against liberalism, which he saw as the 
political expression of empiricism and positivism. Thus Reason 
and Revolution was an explicit effort to anchor Marcuse’s own 
"critical theory” in the Hegelian-Marxist tradition. 

It is not my intention to engage in a lengthy discussion of 
Marcuse’s exposition of Hegel’s thought. Nevertheless a few brief 
remarks are in order. In most general terms Hegel’s thought was 
based on the identity of ontology and logic, being and thought, 
the movement of history and the development of reason. For 
Marcuse the crucial element in the Hegelian synthesis was 
llegel’s emphasis upon the dynamic, fluid nature of reality, a 
concept encompassing both nature and history. Social and histori¬ 
cal structures, philosophical systems, and artistic products were 
real in the sense that they were phenomenally present and 
existent, yet also “mere” appearances in the sense that they were 
not yet coincident with the final development of Reason, a force 
which worked in and through history toward eventual fulfill¬ 
ment. The existing world was suffused with Reason and negativi- 
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ty, Being and Nonbeing; things were what they were, but not yet 
what they really could be. Thus all reality was pregnant with 
possibility. 

What Marcuse had done in his earlier essays, it became clear, 
was to deidealize Hegel’s metaphysics. Reality, in Marcuse’s 
view, had to be examined not only for what it was, but also for 
the potentialities inherent in it for development and change. And 
this development was in turn to be criticized in the light of and 
toward the development of a rational ordering of things. For 
Marcuse Reason and the Rational no longer had metaphysical 
reference, but instead pointed to the full achievement of individ¬ 
ual potentialities (freedom) and the satisfaction of individual 
wants and needs (happiness) within history. 

Marcuse readily admitted that Hegel, in his later writings, had 
abandoned his dialectical thought and came to stress the “status 
quo” in his political philosophy. Yet Marcuse emphasized re¬ 
peatedly that the tools for a critical theory of social reality were 
inherent in Hegel’s thought. For all its authoritarian character, 
Hegel’s concept of the state was, Marcuse pointed out, a Recht- 
staat for the “establishing of reason and freedom,” a goal neither 
society itself nor “das Volk” was capable of realizing. 28 It was 
thus a radical mistake to confuse Hegel’s Staatslehre with the 
National Socialist’s concept of the Volkstaat. 

The philosophically pernicious force which Hegel (and Mar¬ 
cuse) felt called upon to refute was empiricism and its offspring, 
positivism. For Marcuse, the Hegelian, the danger of empiricism 
lay in its “refutation of general ideas,” its denial of the universal 
validity of reason, and reason’s “faculty to attain truths.” 29 With 
man as a prisoner of individual and social experience, there was 
no source of values open to the individual other than Hume’s 
“custom and experience.” Human existence became one¬ 
dimensional, lacking an “ought” to inform the “is.” Thus no 
general validity could be given to the critique of a given social 
order; empiricism-positivism remained ideological. The value of 
the rational-idealistic tradition lay in its preservation of a realm 
of autonomy over and against the phenomenal world. The high 
point of the tradition came with Hegel’s attempt at a synthesis of 
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reason and experience, the spiritual and the phenomenal, the 
suprahistorical and the historical. Hegel’s incarnationist philoso¬ 
phy was incomprehensible to the common-sense approach of 
empiricism. In going beyond Kantian idealism, Hegel’s thought 
had signaled a break with idealism’s “tendency to introversion” 
and pointed toward “the realization of reason in and through 
given social institutions.” 30 Thus social theory became the next 
logical stage in western thought. 

From Hegel, Marcuse turned to Marx. Marcuses analysis of 
Marx was based on the Marxian notion that Marx’s own thought 
was a reflection of the capitalist society in which Marx found 
himself. In response to the practical materialism of bourgeoisie 
society, Marx pointed to the failure of capitalist order to provide 
either for biological existence or self-fulfillment. As a result 
iminiserization and alienation became its defining characteristics, 
bourgeois social thought had been based on the universality of 
reason and had emphasized individual rights and liberty. Marx 
conversely focused on the proletariat as the concrete negation of 
the universality of reason and freedom and emphasized the 
future attainment of individual happiness. Thus Marcuse saw in 
Marxism a concern for the universal satisfaction of individual 
potentialities: “the individual is the goal.” 31 Marx had reversed 
11 (‘gel: “the idea of reason has been superseded by the idea of 
happiness.” 32 

Besides emphasizing the individualistic strain in Marxism, 
Marcuse also drew a distinction between the Hegelian and 
Marxist dialectic. For both thinkers the dialectical process point¬ 
ed to the fact of negativity in human reality. Marcuse noted, 
however, that for Marx negativity was a sociohistorical rather 
than ontological fact: “Truth is not a realm apart from historical 
reality, not a region of eternally valid ideas ... it transcends the 
given historical reality, but only insofar as it crosses from one 
historical stage to another.” 33 The truth of individual and social 
existence can only be envisaged within the historical process and 
emerges in response to human needs rather than above and 
beyond them. 

Finally Marcuse emphasized the voluntaristic rather than 
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deterministic elements of Marx’s historical materialism. Though 
the development of capitalist structures, of necessity, led to their 
own destruction, there was, according to Marcuse, no logical 
necessity in the subsequent development of socialism. The neces¬ 
sity was rather a moral one incumbent upon a “subjective force, 
namely the revolutionary class itself.” 34 And it was highly indica¬ 
tive of the cast of Marcuse’s Marxism that he did not refer to the 
workers or the proletariat, but to a revolutionary class as the 
bearers of the future. At the end of the discussion of Marx, 
Marcuse wrote (in what was undoubtedly a thinly veiled refer¬ 
ence to the Soviet Union): “Theory will preserve the truth even 
if revolutionary practice deviates from its proper path. Practice 
follows the truth, not vice versa.” 35 Consciousness and action 
were only tenuously joined and if a decision were to be made 
between them, then the side of revolutionary thought would 
have to be taken against false practice. 

In sum Marcuse’s Marxism was of a decidedly voluntaristic 
nature. In keeping with his distaste for the rigid determinism of 
empiricism and positivism, Marcuse stressed the subjective, exis¬ 
tential aspects of revolutionary consciousness as a guide to action. 
This voluntaristic, intellectualistic bias in turn reflected an elitism 
of sorts. With consciousness—critical theory—in effect elevated 
above praxis, it became apparent that not everyone, least of all 
the proletariat, possessed this true consciousness. Though the 
proletariat embodied the negation of bourgeois theory and prac¬ 
tice, it remained a passive force. 36 Not mundane measures such 
as the nationalization of industries were the prerequisite for true 
socialism; it was rather the abolition of alienated labor as such. 
Who and what determined the latter was left unknown or known 
only to those armed with critical consciousness; thus Marcuse’s 
intellectual Leninism. 

In pointing to the inadequacy of mere external institutional 
rearrangements, Marcuse moved the problem of revolutionary 
thought to an internal realm of a change in consciousness, i.e., 
from a political to a cultural realm. As a result Marcuse’s critical 
theory edged away from social thought back toward philosophy, 
from Marx back to Hegel. To change social reality the implica- 
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lion was that individual consciousness—values, attitudes and 
ideals—first had to be transformed. 37 

As it emerged in his essays and Reason and Revolution , 
Marcuse’s version of the course of western thought was also a 
radically skewed one. Repeatedly, he would begin an essay with 
a discussion of Greek thought only to jump from there to 
Idealism, ignoring all that came between. Basic to his own 
neo-Marxist position was the belief that the content of thought 
reflects social reality. (Whether this idea is particularly helpful or 
even more than generally the case is not at issue.) The problem 
was that Marcuse’s implicit assumption of an underlying continu- 
ily of concern and theme between the Greeks and nineteenth- 
century European thought would seem to presuppose a similar 
continuity in social and economic structures, a position that is 
hardly tenable and seemingly in contradiction with Marcuse’s 
Marxism. 

Specifically Marcuse’s reading of empiricism as a philosophy 
and positivism as social theory was highly tendentious. Though 
occasionally granting the radical and critical elements in these 
positions, Marcuse consistently underplayed them while at the 
same time minimizing the deterministic and conservative ele¬ 
ments in Hegel as well as Marx and Marxism. It is not my 
intention to enter into an extended discussion concerning the 
young versus the old Marx, Marx versus Engels, historical versus 
(iialectical materialism, etc.; it must be emphasized, however, 
that a strong case can be made for an extreme deterministic side 
to Marx’s thought. One can clearly prefer Marcuse’s Marx with¬ 
out going to the lengths that Marcuse did to discredit empiricism 
and positivism and downplay deterministic elements in Marx. 

Indeed with Marcuse’s rejection of the ontological grounding 
of Reason, there was no reason for seeing him as anything other 
than a radical social theorist who based his critical theory on 
empirical and historical givens. In truth Marcuse’s critical theory 
had no more philosophical (as opposed to ideological) status 
than empiricism and positivism; as he himself stated, his truths 
were transhistorical and not transcendent. Valuable though Mar¬ 
cuse’s critical theory might be as a mode of approach, it was no 
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more than an individual attitude based on certain prior intellec¬ 
tual and ethical choices, lacking any general and universally 
binding validity. With “God” dead and Reason historicized to a 
functional, intellectual faculty, all had become empiricists of one 
sort or another. 38 

Finally Marcuse’s thought was vague as to what specifically 
freedom and happiness entailed. That individual freedom and 
individual happiness were ultimately reconcilable with social 
good and general welfare was no more self-evident in Marcuse’s 
thought than in classical liberal thought. As presented they were 
slogans to which no one could really take exception. 

One can see in retrospect that by the early 1940s Marcuse had 
exhausted the Hegelian and Marxist tradition. From it he had 
forged a methodology. His task then became one of finding a 
focus for his critical theory and a content for his key concepts. 

From Homo Laborans to Homo Ludens 

If Reason and Revolution and the early essays constituted a tour 
de force in their rehabilitation and radicalization of Hegel, then 
Eros and Civilization , published by Marcuse in 1955, was even 
more groundbreaking in its linking of sexual and political radical¬ 
ism. There was little in Marcuse’s previous work to indicate that 
he might turn specifically to Freud in the 1950s; indeed though 
Marx and Freud had supplied the two great critiques of western 
bourgeois civilization, most Freudians looked with suspicion on 
Marxism, an attitude that was more than reciprocated by most 
Marxists. Marcuse had been associated with the Zeitschrift fur 
Sozialforschung in the thirties when Erich Fromm had been 
working out a synthesis of historical materialism and depth 
psychology. The figure linking Freud and social radicalism, 
Wilhelm Reich, was reviewed rather favorably by Fromm in the 
pages of the Zeitschrift during the same decade. And considered 
in the light of Marcuse’s central concerns—freedom and hap¬ 
piness as the goals of human thought and action—his turn to 
Freud was at least comprehensible, though by no means inevi¬ 
table. 

From another vantage point Marcuse’s critical adoption of 
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Freud was yet another example of the search for a new radical 
theory in postwar western society. Living in a society which was 
ostensibly “capitalist,” yet apparently far from revolution, a 
society which appeared to be slowly inching into the realm of 
abundance by virtue of unprecedented technological develop¬ 
ment, a Marxist of Marcuse’s bent might validly have asked what 
the central concerns of radical theory were to become. Obviously 
though the conceptual framework of Hegel and Marx was still 
useful, it needed some modifications, shifts in emphases, and 
fresh injections from new sources. For this task Fieud served 
well. 

The Freud that Marcuse made use of was not the Freud of the 
"chastened Progressives,” of the Revisionists, or of the orthodox 
therapists. As the subtitle to Eros and Civilization indicated, 
Marcuse was primarily concerned with the later Fieud, the 
philosopher and potentially radical critic of civilization. Though 
m general terms Marcuse was working along the lines set down 
earlier by Reich, he went well beyond Reich in the sophistication 
of his analysis. Where Reich had been rather simpleminded in his 
advocacy of orgasmic potency as indicative of the nonrepressed 
individual in the nonrepressive society, Marcuse talked of an 
erotic view of reality of which sexual freedom, as such, became a 
mere example. Reich had seen the authoritarian family as the 
e<Mitral oppressive and repressive agent in western society, 
Marcuse ignored the family as such. Where Reich had attempted 
to give Marxism a social psychology, Marcuse attempted to give 
il a cultural-philosophical psychology. And finally where Reich 
(lie therapist had adamantly rejected Freuds death-aggression 
instinct, Marcuse the philosopher accepted it, though with radi¬ 
cal modifications. 

As Marcuse saw it, the central conflict in the Freudian schema 
was between the pleasure principle and the reality principle. 
Freud had maintained that when this conflict emerged, the 
former was forced to adjust to the latter. The main effect of this 
modification was that sexuality, the paradigm in Freud s thought 
for pleasure, became primarily genital, the chief justification for 
which lay in procreation. Thus Freud, and even his radical 
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disciple Reich, had conceived of the role of sexuality in signifi¬ 
cantly restricted terms. 

Marcuse modified the Freudian vocabulary of concepts by 
asserting that in fact Freud’s analysis reflected a specific socio- 
historical situation in which social domination, empowered by 
competitive economic performance, characterized social reality. 
In such a situation the reality principle was perverted into what 
Marcuse named the “ performance principle’—the prevailing his¬ 
torical form of the reality principle . . . in a society stratified 
according to competitive economic performance of its mem¬ 
bers.” 39 The performance principle was in turn dictated by the 
social fact of “scarcity.” In Marcuse’s view, however, scarcity was 
not an immutable fact of all social existence but rather “the 
consequence of a specific organization of scarcity.” 40 And in such 
a society organized around scarcity, “surplus repression” and 
“restrictions necessitated by social domination” were facts of 
life. 41 Thus social reality under the domination of the per¬ 
formance principle demanded repression beyond that necessary 
for “civilized” existence in the true sense. 

It was in turn surplus repression which supplied the energy for 
alienated labor, activity literally not one’s own, but imposed by 
the structure of domination. Thus according to Marcuse, in 
opposition to Freud, the “irreconcilable conflict is not between 
work (reality principle) and Eros (pleasure principle), but 
between alienated labor (performance principle) and Eros.” 42 In 
a society which had abolished “want,” the performance principle, 
and alienated labor, sexuality would be released from its exclu¬ 
sively genital focus, the particular sexual expression of the 
performance principle, and revert to its original polymorphous 
mode of expression. The entire body, along with all aspects of 
human and social existence, would become eroticized. Thus were 
the outlines of a new order established around a genuine reality 
principle informed by Eros. 

Central to Marcuse’s adaptation of Freud was his discussion of 
the Eros-Thanatos conflict in human existence. Marcuse’s inter¬ 
pretation was a fascinating one since his strategy was to seize 
upon “the common nature of the instincts . . . the fundamental 
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regressive or ‘conservative’ tendency in all instinctual life. 43 Eros 
an( | Thanatos were thus both to be subsumed under the Nirvana 
principle, that is, the search for stasis. The emergence of lnstinc- 
l ual dualism, Marcuse said, arose from a historically determined 
divergence of the instincts; the source of tragic conflict lay in the 
different modes of satisfaction demanded by each. Both, howev¬ 
er, contained elements of the other as they manifested them¬ 
selves; e.g., morality, the preservative of civilization, was powered 
by (lie death instinct. But most central in Marcuse’s analysis was 
1 1 is assertion that technological progress was the result of the 
diversion of primary destructiveness from the ego to the external 
world.” 44 Again life and death were intimately bound up with 
one another. The problem was that a repressive civilization 
demanded “continuous sublimation; it thereby weakens Eros, the 
builder of culture” and threatened to give the death instinct the 
upper hand. 45 Thus the historically determined tragic conflict 
within individuals and groups. 

Marcuse also expanded on the problem of labor and work in 
I'Yeud’s thought. He pointed out that for Freud “the basic work 
m civilization is nonlibidinal, is labor; labor is unpleasantness. 

In essence Marcuse equated the Marxian notion of alienated 
labor with the Freudian idea of nonlibidinal work. The energy 
needed for alienated labor is expended at the expense of Eros 
and thus again civilization’s development is threatened with the 
death instinct’s overpowering of the weakened life force. Indeed 
i be thrust of Marcuse’s discussion was that Freud was essentially 
correct. Except for intellectual and artistic “work,” labor was 
characterized by alienation. And though some aggression was 
sublimated in the technological process, much of it was mtroject- 
cd and guilt increased, since in the technological society no 
individual, clear object of aggression (such as the father) re¬ 
mained. Or such surplus aggression was directed by the domi¬ 
nant and dominating structure against real, or imaginary, exter¬ 
nal enemies. 

At this point in Eros and, Civilization Marcuse dealt with the 
central paradox of life in an “advanced” industrial society: 
increased satisfaction of material wants and needs was com- 















132 / The Tarty of Eros 


bined with an increasingly pervasive control and administration 
of all aspects of individual and social existence. Progress, defined 
as technological advance, was a highly ambiguous development. 
It had rendered otiose older repressive structures and impera¬ 
tives, yet at the same time it dulled the individual’s critical 
faculties. As a result the individual does not really know what is 
going on.” 47 On the other hand Marcuse put his dialectical mode 
of thought to good use (and illustrated his own very real 
ambivalence toward technology) by arguing along the lines of 
the worse, the better.” That is, the more individuals were 
alienated from their lives and labor through automation, the less 
they were actually tied to repressive modes of existence and the 
better the chance “for the elimination of labor from the world of 
human potentialities.” 48 

All this discussion was obviously based on Marcuses belief that 
the abolition of Ananke (want and material necessity) was at 
hand and indeed a fact of modern western society. 49 With this 
accomplished, the performance principle, surplus repression, 
alienated labor, and genital sexuality could be left behind. The 
energy diverted by these older social and psychological struc¬ 
tures could then be redirected back into everyday social exist¬ 
ence and Thanatos, the source of aggression and death, would 
come under the domination of Eros. Quantitative changes would 
eventually lead to a qualitatively different individual and social 
existence. 

To his examination and modification of Freud and social 
theory, Marcuse added excursions into philosophy and aesthetics. 
It seemed to be Marcuse’s intent to formulate an erotic ontology, 
a logos of gratification” 50 which would place at the center of 
western thought the idea of being as the search for gratification, 
rather than being as the search for domination of self, others, and 
nature. For his new ontology Marcuse turned first to Hegel’s idea 
that freedom (and hence reason and happiness) ultimately 
consisted in a “coming to rest in the transparent knowledge and 
gratification of being.” 51 Similarly Nietzsche with his notion of 
“the eternal return” and cry of “Alle Lust will Ewigkeit ” had 
attempted to make eternal “full concreteness and finiteness” and 
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advocated the “total affirmation of the life instincts.” 52 It was 
finally Freud’s great appeal that his theory “partakes of this 
philosophical dynamic . . . Being is essentially striving for 
pleasure.” 53 Thus Hegel, Nietzsche, and Freud were seen as 
loimulators of a new ontology appropriate to the nonrepressive 
•.Iage of social development. 

In the realm of aesthetics Marcuse’s discussion pointed in the 
same direction. Taking his cue from Schiller’s concept of the 
sensuous and the play impulse, Marcuse’s idea was that art 
represented the “liberation of sensuousness through its reconcilia¬ 
tion of reason . . and thus was a paradigm of activity in the 
nonrepressive order. 54 In that order, neither Prometheus nor 
Faust would serve as the central cultural hero; rather Orpheus 
and Narcissus, who represented play over work, and nature as 
an object of contemplation” rather than as an object of exploita¬ 
tion would assume the role of “culture heroes.” 

Related to this discussion of work and play was Marcuse’s idea 
of the relationship between sexuality and Eros. In essence 
Mi ireuse’s view was that the erotic was self-sublimated sexuality. 
In the nonrepressive society sexuality would not merely be 
"freer”; it would be transformed through its uninhibited expres¬ 
sion. What would occur would be “a spread rather than an 
explosion of libido.” 55 Along with Reich and Goodman, Marcuse’s 
call for liberation rested on the assumption that free instinctual 
expression was not destructive of a nonrepressive social order. 
Indeed “non-repressive sublimation” would become the social 
“cement” holding the nonrepressive society together. Sensuality 
would no longer work in opposition to reason; reason itself would 
become sensuous. The distinct boundaries between man and 
nature, subject and object, approved and “perverse” sexuality 
would be abolished. The paradigm of this mode of being, 
Marcuse pointed out, was Freud’s concept of primaiy narcissism, 
the child at the mother’s breast. Yet it was to be achieved not by 
regression, but by movement to a higher synthesis of sensuality 
and reason. 

But there still existed one barrier to the final realization of a 
nonrepressive society—the human consciousness of death. 
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Though joy wants eternity,” the awareness of death as reality 
and as symbol “introduces a repressive element in all libidinal 
relations and renders pleasure itself painful.” 56 Thus time, engen¬ 
dered by consciousness of death, was the ultimate source of 
frustration; it was beyond the possibility of social restructuring 
and gave lie to the possibility for an existence of eternal 
giatification. The final step could never be made. Marcuse did 
speculate, however, that not death as a fact, but death as an 
instinctual goal might be abolished with Eros’s supremacy; and 
“like the other necessities, it [death] can be made rational- 
painless. 07 Thus even in death or approaching death, the ration¬ 
al, that which sustains the order of gratification,” 58 would 
eventually reign. 

In the epilogue of Eros and Civilization , Marcuse moved from 
the sublime to the polemical. He attacked neo-Freudianism in 
general and his former colleague, Erich Fromm, in particular, for 
abandoning Freud’s radical instinct theory for a watered-down 
psychology which served to support rather than undermine the 
status quo. In an assault remarkably similar to Goodman’s in 
1945, Marcuse charged that “a weakening ... of the theory of 
sexuality . . . must lead to a weakening of the sociological 
critique. ° 9 As a result of the de-emphasis of sexuality, of early 
childhood experiences, and of the unconscious, Fromm had no 
vantage point from which he could criticize society. In dropping 
the instinct theory (just as empiricism had dropped the Ration¬ 
al ), Fromm s virtue of productiveness, Marcuse held, was defined 
by the standards of the repressive society; hence individual cure 
became, in effect, adjustment. Marcuse did not deny that 
Fromm’s values were valid ones; rather "the context in which 
they are defined and proclaimed ... are spurious.” 60 Finally 
Fromm’s revisionism tended to make neurosis "an essentially 
moral problem.” 61 Though society was to blame, the individual 
was also; social and cultural patterns were accepted as given. 
Hence Marcuse joined Goodman the libertarian and Trilling the 
chastened progressive in opposing neo-Freudianism and its ap¬ 
parent capitulation to conformity. 

Fromm s rejoinder to Marcuse’s attack was a skillful one. In his 
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"The Human Implications of Instinctivistic Radicalism,” Fromm 
proceeded first of all to clarify his own position by separating 
himself from other revisionists such as Karen Horney and Harry 
Stack Sullivan. He then made the point that Freud’s critique was 
aimed at civilization in general and not at capitalistic society, as 
such. The core of Fromm’s rebuttal was that because man was 
both a natural and a social being, guided by instincts but also 
srlf-consciousness, he could not be satisfied by instinctual gratifi¬ 
cation alone. He likewise rejected Marcuse’s claim that his own 
values were ideological and strengthened existing society. 
Fromm ended by urging a more complex view by which it would 
still be possible to be productive and capable of love even in a 
badly flawed social order. Thus to Marcuse’s "Great Refusal,” 
Fromm countered with a "yes and a no.” 62 

Fromm’s most interesting point, however, was that Marcuse’s 
advocacy of "unlimited sexual satisfaction [was] only part of a 
characteristic trait of twentieth century capitalism, the need for 
mass consumption.” In this view man became "a system of desires 
and gratifications . . . stimulated and directed by the economic 
machine.” 63 (Ironically this point closely resembled Marcuse’s 
concept of repressive desublimation which emerged in his later 
works.) In this way Fromm turned the tables on Marcuse and 
accused him of falling victim to the ideology of consumption. 

In Marcuse’s reply to Fromm’s rejoinder, he pointed out that 
Fromm had misinterpreted him by saying that he had equated 
happiness and sexual satisfaction, love and sexual desire. 64 Mar¬ 
cuse did agree that Freud had not offered a critique of capitalist 
society as such, yet reasserted that Freud’s teachings did have 
"radical critical implications.” 65 Finally Marcuse accepted the 
claim that his "Great Refusal” was a type of "human nihilism in 
that it is a great refusal to play the game.” 66 Already by 1956 
Marcuse was beginning to withdraw from the more optimistic 
claims of Eros and Civilization and stress instead the negative. 

A critique of Eros and Civilization must avoid demanding that 
Marcuse’s use of Freudian concepts be consonant with Freud’s 
own use of them. At one point in Eros and Civilization Marcuse 
spoke of the "symbolic value” of Freud’s primal murder myth; 
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this should be the spirit in which one considers Marcuse’s use of 
Freud which, as he admitted to Fromm, was a tendentious one. 

A critique of a work so ostensibly radical must stress the 
resemblance of the structure and thrust of Eros and Civilization 
to the society which it critiqued.” Just as Marcuse maintained 
that the concept of the individual had, in advanced societies, 
dissolved into a generic and social entity, so in Eros and 
Civilization, concrete individuals or their actions were never 
mentioned. Ironically, Marcuse s work was deficient in psycholog¬ 
ical detail and analysis. Nor did he couch his analysis in terms of 
classes or the conflict of socioeconomic groups. The terms “pro¬ 
letariat and “bourgeoisie,” “capitalism” and “socialism” scarcely 
appeared in the pages of Eros and Civilization. 

Furthermore labor, which had earlier signified man’s basic way 
of being in the world and that characteristic which distinguished 
him from nature and the animal world, became almost exclusive¬ 
ly alienated labor, an activity hopefully to be transcended. In the 
context of Eros and Civilization, play, sensuous activity, and 
gratification were the desired human activities. Gratification in 
stasis, a libidinal yet, withal, essentially passive mode of existence 
became the telos of technological development. Clearly “homo 
laborans had given way to “homo ludens.” 

Marcuse’s examples of nonrepressive existence were taken 
fiom literature and myth. Clearly the demand that Marcuse 
sketch in all the details of life in such a desirable society is an 
unreasonable one. Still, his utopian meditations would have been 
more convincing had he given a few hints as to the nature of his 
new order. What would the fate of the traditional family be¬ 
come? What form would libidinally charged work take? Life in a 
nonrepressive society would demand a high degree of organiza¬ 
tion and coordination, according to “rational” authority. Yet one 
could only wonder if Marcuse’s projected utopia would not 
demand new taboos and restriction as restrictive in their way as 
those demanded by the performance principle. Indeed lurking 
behind Marcuse’s entire schema was the Platonic idea that an 
elite was in possession of the “rational” and that recalcitrant 
individuals might rightly be forced to be “free” and “happy.” 
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Moreover with his absolutistic “Great Refusal” Marcuse re¬ 
vealed what would become more apparent in One-Dimensional 
Man—a, radicalism so thoroughgoing as to become a type of 
quietism. He wrote off sexual reform, “the progressive father,” 
and the like as mere playthings which served to strengthen the 
existing order rather than undermine it. Likewise it was ironic 
that in contrast to his earlier work where he had stressed the 
dialectical relationship between radical theory and praxis as the 
agent of change, in Eros ancl Civilization the agent of change 
seemed to be technology. Marcuse's hope was that somehow 
technology, the instrument of domination, would reduce work 
time and energy and at some point quantitative changes would 
“flip-flop” over into a qualitatively different social order. Alienated 
labor, increasingly subtle domination and administration, re¬ 
mained strangely “external” to individuals. Once the new reality 
('merged from the dialectical development of technology, the 
past would somehow be abolished. 

Finally Marcuse's caveat concerning death seemed rather 
gratuitous and irrelevant to his argument. Nor was it clear 
exactly why the awareness of death introduced a repressive 
element into human existence. 67 Indeed the consciousness of 
temporality could as well be considered a way of heightening 
pleasure rather than rendering all existence fundamentally pain¬ 
ful, as Marcuse admitted. Marcuse reversed himself at one point 
and spoke of “the restoration of remembrance ... as a vehicle of 
liberation.” 68 Yet most ominous was Marcuse's “solution” to the 
problem of death—to make it painless and hence no longer an 
object of dread. In doing this, the individual would be denied 
even the uniqueness of his own death. Though benevolently 
administered, death would nevertheless be administered. And in 
proposing this Marcuse approached the most totalitarian of 
claims—the right to deny the individual his pain as well as his 
pleasures. 

Despite these strictures, Eros and Civilization was a powerful 
and daring work. In combining polemical skill and high serious¬ 
ness, it was a landmark attempt in postwar western culture to 
renew radical theory. In essence it was a philosophical vision of 
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the nature of human existence once the traditional tasks of 
radicalism had been met. Like all utopian speculations it failed to 
suggest convincingly how utopia might be achieved, and like 
most utopian projects it mirrored the faults of the society under 
examination as much as it criticized them. Just as Marcuse called 
foi a regression to polymorphous perversity and primary nar¬ 
cissism, a new erotic pastoral, so his own work was a regression 
to early nineteenth-century radical Romanticism, only at a higher 
stage of historical development. The Nirvana principle, under 
which both Eros and Thanatos were to be subsumed, functioned 
as an ersatz universal, a quasi-biological counterpart of Hegel’s 
Reason, and as such provided a critical vantage point from which 
existing social reality could be criticized. But as Marcuse wrote in 
a different context, the strength of psychoanalysis was drawn 
from its obsolescence and "what is obsolescent is not also false.” 69 

Pessimism and Politics 

Since Eros and Civilization , Marcuse’s theoretical works have 
swung between a rather bleak pessimism as to the possibility of 
radical change in advanced industrial societies, and a measured 
optimism (particularly after the May, 1968, student uprisings in 
Paris) concerning the development of a genuinely radical alter¬ 
native to the established order. As he wrote in his introduction to 
One-Dimensional Man , the book "will vacillate throughout be¬ 
tween two contradictory hypotheses: (1) that advanced indus¬ 
trial society is capable of containing qualitative change for the 
foreseeable future; (2) that forces and tendencies exist which 
may break this containment and explode the society.” 70 

One year after the publication of One-Dimensional Man Mar¬ 
cuse explored Max Weber’s ambivalent relationship to rationality 
and domination in an essay "Industrialization and Capitalism in 
the Work of Max Weber” (1965). In a symbolic sense it was 
Weber who emerged as the chief prophet of advanced industrial 
society and thus became in retrospect the hero/villain of One- 
Dimensional Man , all this without his name ever being men¬ 
tioned by Marcuse in the volume. 71 Over and against the rational 
as that which led to the order of gratification and liberation, 
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Weber had described rationality as the logos of domination and 
administration. Or in Marcusian terms, Weber’s concept of ra¬ 
tionality indicated that in advanced industrial society "irrationali¬ 
ty becomes reason.” 72 Rationality was the motive force behind a 
social order characterized by bureaucratic administration and 
domination, justified by a scientific-technological ideology. 

In the context of American social thought, One-Dimensional 
Man was, as Marcuse suggested, a theoretical gloss on the 
popular and academic social critics of the 1950s—C. Wright Mills, 
Vance Packard, William H. Whyte, Fred Cook, and, one should 
add, John Kenneth Galbraith and David Riesman. Taking their 
investigations of growing governmental and industrial intercon¬ 
nections, their critiques of the role of the media and technology 
in American society, and their speculations concerning a trans¬ 
formation in value orientation and social character, Marcuse put 
together, with America as his focus, a radically pessimistic 
critique of the social and ideological structures inherent in 
advanced industrial societies. In doing so Marcuse once again 
made use of a neo-Romantic mode of cultural criticism with its 
t raditionally antiscientific bias, and an accompanying elevation of 
art and metaphysical speculation to prominence over "conserva¬ 
tive” positivism. 

The very title One-Dimensional Man suggested the basic 
thrust of Marcuse’s critique of contemporary American society 
and the ideologies which justified it. For Marcuse, like Goodman, 
the distressing feature of the society lay in its ability to pervade 
all aspects of individual and social existence. In the existing 
order, Marcuse pointed out, one "cannot imagine a qualitatively 
different universe of discourse and action.” 73 Thus no conceptual 
alternatives or critical standpoints found general validity. In¬ 
deed, pace Daniel Bell, radical ideologies had come to seem 
undesirable and disruptive of the given order. In like manner, 
physical privacy and spiritual autonomy had been reduced to a 
minimum by the all-pervasive effects of "technological Reality”; 
from the media to the omnipresent bureaucratic machinery, one 
was never alone. 

Marcuse made particularly explicit his abandonment of con- 
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ventional Marxist notions of the role of proletariat. For Marcuse 
the working class “no longer appears to be the living contradic¬ 
tion to the established society.” 74 In a society where “domination 
[was] transfigured into administration” the proletariat had be¬ 
come mystified by the ideology of technological progress and 
pacified by material satisfaction. 75 Like the bourgeoisie it had 
become thoroughly integrated into the society and constituted a 
supportive rather than critical element of the society. Thus the 
social system had in its integration become thoroughly one¬ 
dimensional, and internal contradictions were subjectively nonex- 
istent. 

Likewise Marcuse found that two vital components of the 
Great Refusal —art and sexuality—were rather easily incorporat¬ 
ed into the dominant system. They had become “cogs in a 
cultural machine . . . entertaining without endangering. . . ” 76 
The classics, avant-garde, and dissident cultural movements all 
became items for mass consumption, embraced by and serving to 
bolster existing reality. Perhaps most interesting was Marcuse’s 
reexamination of the sexual and the erotic as the foundation for a 
critical stance over and against the existing order. For this he 
intioduced his concept of “repressive de-sublimation” which 
described the way in which advanced industrial society allowed 
a modicum of sexual expression and was ostensibly antipuritani- 
cal. Fai from undercutting the social and economic order, howev¬ 
er, this sexual freedom only strengthened it further. He found 
that business and advertising, the popular cinema and mass 
media, all made deliberate use of the erotic to further the ends of 
the economy: “sex is integrated into work and public relations 
and is thus made more susceptible to [controlled] satisfaction.” 77 
Reich had been proven wrong. A class society and capitalist 
economy could do very well without a puritanical attitude 
toward sexuality. Like Goodman, Marcuse pointed out that the 
socially induced stimulation of erotic desire, followed by little or 
no satisfaction, was fully compatible with and indeed fed “the 
growth of unsublimated as well as sublimated forms of aggres¬ 
siveness ... a simultaneous release of repressed sexuality and 
a g§ res siveness. ' 8 Thus neither the realm of culture nor private 
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sexuality escaped the pervasive influence of the bureaucratic- 
commercial nexus. Both were still under the control of the 
performance principle. As in Goodmans social “carnival” in the 
first paradigm in Communitas , the periodic release of instinctual 
energies only bound individuals more closely to existing social 
and economic existence. 

The third section of One-Dimensional Man contained an 
analysis of the language of the Lebenswelt of advanced industri¬ 
al society. Taking examples from advertising, Time magazine, 
and industrial relations studies, Marcuse maintained that the 
world of discourse created by this language was one in which 
propositions “are evocative rather than demonstrative,” 79 eliciting 
ritualized response rather than genuine thought, and empty 
double-talk instead of dialectical thinking. As a result the possi¬ 
bility of entertaining alternatives, and the critical function of 
language and thought in general, were diluted or covered over 
with mystification. All discourse was geared to adjustment rather 
Ilian questioning. Transcendence or two-dimensionality was fore¬ 
closed. According to Marcuse the very language of advanced 
industrial society had become ideological to fit the world of total 
administration. 

In the central section of One-Dimensional Man Marcuse 
moved to a critique of the formal ideology of the society—science 
and its handmaiden, linguistic analysis—and followed this with a 
presentation of his own brand of dialectical or negative thinking. 
As in his earlier efforts, Marcuse began at the beginning with 
Greek thought and promptly identified Aristotle’s formal logic as 
the “villain” of the piece. In Aristotle’s logic “concepts become 
instruments of prediction and control” and “material content is 
neutralized.” 80 Thus Aristotle’s was a static mode of thought, 
concerned with the form rather than the content of arguments. It 
undergirded a mode of thought which focused on what was and 
not what should be. It was, in short, one-dimensional. By way of 
contrast Marcuse proposed what he named dialectical or two- 
dimensional logic. In this way of grasping and conceptualizing 
the world, “the predicative ‘is’ implies an ‘ought’ ” 81 and thus 
simultaneously describes and judges. Rather than reflecting (as 
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with Hegel) an ontological tension between essence and appear¬ 
ance, Marcuse's dialectical logic reflected and referred to a 
social-historical tension between the way things are and the way 
they might be, what is given and what is potential: “Reason 
becomes historical reason ... a mode of thought which is geared 
to reduce ignorance, destruction, brutality and oppression.” 82 

With this dichotomy between formal and dialectical modes of 
logic established, Marcuse proceeded to scrutinize the scientific 
world view, and to revise the rather optimistic attitude toward 
science and technology which he had set forth in Eros and 
Civilization. In One-Dimensional Man, Marcuse advanced the 
proposition that “pure” science and technology were one in 
conception, ideological in nature, and inherently repressive in 
application. Rather than being value free, Marcuse held that 
from the beginning “Galilean science is, in the formation of 
concepts, the technic of a specific Lebenswelt.” 83 Based upon a 
“quantification of Nature,” the separation of the realms of fact 
and value, and seeing “nature as potential instrumentality,” 84 
natural science was philosophically and historically linked with 
“a specific technology—namely, technology as a form of social 
control and domination.” 85 Thus science and technology were not 
neutral schemas to be judged by their application, but in essence 
repressive. Closely related to the scientific-technological Weltan¬ 
schauung, furthermore, was a particular way of understanding 
man and society. Nature quantified and manipulated led, in 
advanced industrial society, to the real possibility of the quantifi¬ 
cation and manipulation of the individual and social reality. The 
logic of domination, Weberian rationality, had triumphed over 
the logic of historical reason, gratification and freedom. 

With science and technology established as ideological, Mar¬ 
cuse took on the philosophy of linguistic analysis. Marcuse 
objected to linguistic analysis for its “debunking of transcendent 
concepts.” 86 In addition, linguistic philosophy served to justify 
and clarify science rather than standing in judgment of and 
criticizing it. 87 Though ostensibly “radical” in its examination of 
the use of concepts and propositions, linguistic analysis was 
thoroughly conservative in reality. Metaphysics, emotive lan¬ 
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guage, aesthetics, and ethics were considered philosophical non¬ 
sense and consigned to the realm of triviality. They were 
rendered harmless and hence invalid as judgments upon the 
scientific world view. Masquerading as “objective,” linguistic 
analysis rendered “the rational rather than the irrational . . . the 
most effective vehicle of mystification ... by leaving them [the 
terms of ordinary language] in the repressive context of the 
established universe of discourse.” 88 Philosophy had become a 
technique for facilitating rationalization. 

What then was to be done and thought? Marcuse's first move 
was to propose a third way between positivism and outmoded 
metaphysics. As might be expected, he was sympathetic to the 
traditional concern of philosophy with universal and held that 
nniversals reflected “the unhappy consciousness of a divided 
world.” 89 At the same time they also pointed to “the very 
qualities of the world with which one is daily confronted.” 90 In 
Marcusian terms universals were substantive generalizations, 
c.g., beauty as the common characteristic of several things, each 
of which taken individually fails to match the “ideal.” Thus 
universals could serve as critical as well as descriptive concepts: 
"the universal concept denotes that which the particular entity is, 
and is not.” 91 As such they were absolutely crucial in any 
philosophical enterprise that pretended to be genuinely dialecti¬ 
cal and not merely ideological. 

Though universals were historically conditioned, Marcuse 
maintained that they could be judged by an objective standard, 
the standard of rationality. The philosophic universal or any 
“transcendent project” was to be measured against the existing 
possibilities at the material and intellectual level of the existing 
c ulture, and should preserve the “productive achievement” of the 
attained civilization. Finally the universal or transcendent project 
should clearly define and comprehend the “established totality” 
and provide for “a greater chance for the pacification of existence 
. . . the free development of human needs and faculties.” 92 While 
Marcuse held that such a critical vantage point was still possible 
within existing reality, it was his fear that such a “determinate 
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choice” was rapidly disappearing, and with it the chance for 
critical theory. 93 

Beyond this point Marcuse was wary. He asserted that “di¬ 
alectical theory . . . cannot offer the remedy,” but suggested 
several areas that deserved particular attention. 94 He spoke of 
the need for a redefinition of technology which would involve a 
“liberating mastery” of nature, “a reduction of overdevelopment,” 
birth control, a restoration of privacy, and a redefinition of 
needs. 9 “ A political structure would be needed that provided for 
a “combination of centralized authority and direct democracy,” 
the former to provide for necessary goods and services, the latter 
t0 ^ concern ed with the use of surpluses and individual ac¬ 
tions. 0 (This obviously had much in common with Goodman’s 
third paradigm in Communitas.) Finally the source of and 
motive force behind social transformation was not clear but 
would perhaps emerge from the “historical extremes . . . the most 
advanced consciousness of humanity, and its most exploited 
force.” But he added, “It is nothing but a chance.” 97 

As some radical thinkers were quick to point out, One- 
Dimensional Man represented Marcuse’s explicit break with 
orthodox Marxism, if indeed he had ever been very orthodox. 
Wolfgang Fritz Haug noted that at the core of Marxism as theory 
and practice was the exposure of contradictions within capitalist 
society. Yet Marcuse had stressed the elimination of social and 
intellectual contradictions in advanced industrial society, most 
obviously in his dismissal of the working class. This, for Haug, 
was a mistake since it vastly overestimated the stability of the 
advanced industrial society; “instead of contesting the world with 
its masters, Marcuse projects a second world. . . .” At best 
Marcuse s was an abstract and utopian enterprise. 99 

A second line of criticism questioned Marcuse’s heavy em¬ 
phasis upon the positive and negative power of technology. This, 
according to Haug, represented a definite shift from Marx’s 
concern with the relationship of productive forces, i.e., capital 
and labor, to an almost exclusive focus on the means of produc¬ 
tion. 99 In moving in this direction and writing off the working 
class while stressing the biological needs of men in general, 
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(Ilaus Offe suggested that Marcuse had failed to equip his 
radical critique with a specific social focus by which human 
needs “can be carried through as social interests.” 100 That is, as in 
Eros and Civilization , there were no social forces which could be 
considered “bearers” of radical change. As a result Marcuse’s 
analysis remained abstract. 

Finally Marxists as well as less radical leftists scored Marcuse’s 
almost undiluted pessimism concerning the likelihood of a col¬ 
lapse of the capitalist order or the possibility of reform within 
it. 101 With such a monolithic picture in mind, Marcuse was forced 
lo fall back on individual consciousness, social outcasts, and 
“third world” forces as sources of change. As a guide to praxis, 
Marcuse was thus of little help. 

Interestingly enough, Marcuse turned his critical theory inside 
out (or upside down) in One-Dimensional Man. Crucial to 
critical theory up to One-Dimensional Man had been a refusal to 
accept given facts as established and the need to go beyond these 
lo project a more desirable alternative. In One-Dimensional Man 
Marcuse reversed this procedure; instead of extrapolating from 
the undesirable to the desirable, he extrapolated from the unde¬ 
sirable present to the more undesirable future. The positive side 
of the dialectic was relatively neglected. The description of 
advanced industrial society, which Marcuse presented, was less 
an empirical enterprise than an ideal-typical construct, composed 
of all the repressive and oppressive tendencies at work in the 
society. Aspects of technology, freer sexuality, material satisfac¬ 
tion were stressed only to the degree that they strengthened 
rather than undermined the technological-bureaucratic order. 
'There was no way to prove—or disprove—his assertions and as 
such the book was suggestive, but hardly compelling. 

Perhaps the most provocative of Marcuse’s points was his claim 
(hat science and technology represented ways of understanding 
and dealing with the world that were repressive and led to the 
exploitation and domination of man and nature. That modern 
science was not presuppositionless had been noted by Alfred 
North Whitehead in Science and the Modern World , several 
decades before. Whitehead, however, had referred to certain 















146 / The Party of Eros 


philosophical presuppositions without discussing the social effects 
that their embodiment in science and technology would mean. 
The Cartesian notion that material being (res externa ) was 
mathematically describable, i.e., quantifiable and “dead,” and 
Bacons famous knowledge is power” dictum would seem to 
support Marcuse’s claim up to a certain point. Marcuse’s thesis 
suffered, however, from a failure of historical perspective; that is, 
within the context of the time, the rise of the natural scientific 
world view was liberating intellectually. Moreover, Marcuse radi¬ 
cally truncated his dialectic. If science and technology, the theory 
of and praxis upon nature were repressive, they were, by the 
same token, potentially liberating as he had pointed out in Eros 
and Civilization. The higher synthesis, in which science and 
technology would presumably be liberating, was mentioned, but 
not developed. 

Iionically Peter Sedgewick has taken Marcuse’s views of 
science and technology to task for being 4 misleading in gross and 
detail ... a thoroughly moth-eaten proposition.” 102 In attacking 
Marcuses idea of the scientific world view, Sedgewick asserts 
that in contemporary philosophy of science, man is not seen as 
overcoming and dominating nature; rather man and nature are 
en § a ged in a type of dialogue with one another. This is close to 
what one imagines Marcuse had in mind when he called for a 
lethinking of the relationship of man and nature. Marcuse may 
be objecting to a philosophy of science which no longer holds 
sway among the most contemporary of scientific thinkers. 

Marcuses attack upon linguistic analysis has also been chal¬ 
lenged, most vehemently by Alasdair MacIntyre. MacIntyre 
claims that Marcuse has misinterpreted, indeed misunderstood 
linguistic philosophy. MacIntyre’s case is convincing up to a 
certain point, 103 yet he fails to deal with the larger issue that 
Marcuse raises. From a social point of view Marcuse’s claim is 
that linguistic analysis has abdicated the duty of philosophy to 
not only describe and clarify the world, but also to criticize it. 
Along with the existentialists from the other end of the spectrum, 
Marcuse s charge is that in the hands of the linguistic analysts, 
the latter-day empiricists and positivists, philosophy has become 
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a trivial enterprise, by leaving to others the task of judging 
existing reality. Philosophy “fiddles” while the society “burns.” It 
has become a narrow academic speciality and one-dimensional. 
And if Marcuse is guilty of trying to fit philosophy into an 
ideological straitjacket, he is no more guilty than the linguistic 
analysts and the logical positivists who have done the same thing 
in the name of “objectivity.” 

Finally there were Marcuse’s criteria for judging the rationality 
of “the transcendent project.” As in earlier work, Marcuse’s most 
crucial terms were left undefined even in the most rudimentary 
fashion. What, for example, were “the productive achievements 
to be preserved and protected?” What were vital needs and 
faculties? Who decided these questions as a matter of practice? 
These problems were not elaborated upon. Nor were Marcuse’s 
specific suggestions so revolutionary that a moderate radical 
could not subscribe to them. 

As most observers have recognized, One-Dimensional Man 
represented a backing away from Marcuse’s radical Freudian- 
ism. 104 In a sense the book was a critique of his own Eros and 
Civilization in that Marcuse’s conclusion, shorn of all its complexi¬ 
ties, was that the erotic was not potent enough by itself to 
provide the basis for a radical alternative to existing society. Thus 
the nonrepressive order became the goal and not the presupposi¬ 
tion of radical change. As Freud had recognized long before, the 
dialectical relationship between sexuality and culture works both 
ways; sexuality opposes and supports, is an agent of alienation 
and accommodation. One-Dimensional Man was a consolidation 
of much post-World War II social analysis with a radically 
pessimistic interpretation imposed upon it. As Haug noted, the 
book was generally descriptive rather than analytical. 105 Marcuse 
had worked himself into a “corner” and it was difficult to see how 
he could extricate himself. 

Marcuse’s writings since One-Dimensional Man have rep¬ 
resented an attempt to break out of the theoretical box he had 
placed himself in with that book. More specifically his subse¬ 
quent works have focused on the possibility of political action, 
indeed "liberation” in advanced industrial society. As early as 
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1961 ^ ar T e had asserted that instinctual liberation had become 
a political matter and then later in his essay on Weber that 
technical reason thus reveals itself as political reason ” 106 The 
political question-where is power located and how should it be 
gained—rather than the “cultural question” assumed an ever- 
increasing importance in his work. This shift to politics was only 
a reflection of Marcuse’s belief that in the totally administered 
world every human thought and action, both private and public 
were subject to external manipulation. As a result the transforma- 
; i0n ° f thou § ht and behavior had perforce to involve a radical 
transformation of the political structures and the instruments of 
social eontro 1 and ideology. Opposition was, however, doubly 
difficult; first, because the individual in the period of the decline 
o the patriarchal family “appears as a rather weak thing” since 
he is not required to form a “strong” personality over against the 
in ucnce of a strong father; 107 and second, because the locus of 
oppression is so diffuse and subtle in the advanced industrial 
society. The media, educational systems, industrial and bureau¬ 
cratic organizations all exert their influence by covert manipula¬ 
tion, not overt and crass coercion. Simply locating political 
responsibility had become a quite difficult matter. 

One of the most pressing questions for Marcuse was the 
justification of revolution in a social order where, in traditional 
radical terms, there was no need or desire for revolution. In an 
address Ethik und Revolution” given in 1964, Marcuse expanded 
on the ethical and philosophical problems bound up with the use 
of force and violence in revolutionary action. Granting that 
revolution involved violence ( Geioalt ) Marcuse asked whether 
there exists a moral justification for repression and violence in a 
revolution ? 108 Marcuse’s initial response to the query was a 
sensitive one. He granted that revolutionary ethics conflict with 
commonly accepted values and that this conflict is a genuinely 
tragic one, not merely an illusory conflict: “The ethic of revolu¬ 
tion bears witness to the collision and conflict of two historical 
lights . . . what is . . . and what can and perhaps should be.” 109 
There was clearly no easy resolution of the conflict. 

Not surprisingly Marcuse did advance a justification for revolu- 
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t ionary force. First he excluded the sanction of absolute morality 
lo either position, 110 and in doing so revealed his distance from a 
natural rights justification of revolution—or a justification based 
on the “movement” of history. Second, he ruled out “forms of 
force and suppression . . . [which] negate precisely the goal for 
which the revolution is a means . . . arbitrary violence, cruelty 
and undifferentiated Terror.” 111 With these two caveats, Mar¬ 
cuse’s basic position was that the revolutionary standard must be 
historical and rational. That is, a revolution must lead to “a 
demonstrable extension of the space of freedom.” 112 Furthermore 
the rational decision was finally (and one senses Marcuse’s 
reluctance to admit it) to be based on a calculation whose 
inhuman quantifying character is apparent.” 113 The goal was in 
benthamite terms “greater freedom for a greater number of 
people.” 114 

Nevertheless violence had to be used, but violence which was 
“rational”; it should not contradict the end-goal, or have a 
negative relationship to the goal of the revolution. Not violence 
per se, but inappropriate violence was unjustifiable. The goals of 
(lie revolution—freedom and happiness—remained constant and 
absolute. 

Marcuse’s “Ethik und Revolution” essay was a prologue to his 
less abstract and more polemical essay “Repressive Tolerance” 

(1966). Perhaps this essay more than any other of Marcuse’s 
writings brought him to general public notice in the late 1960s, a 
fact which was rather unfortunate since it was seized upon by 
Iriends and foes as the essence of Marcuse’s thought. In reality, 
the essay was one of Marcuse’s less impressive intellectual efforts. 
More than most of Marcuse’s works it was characterized by a 
mixture of valid and sensible points, banal half-truths, and 
frankly antidemocratic sentiments. Abandoning his often subtle 
dialectical mode of procedure, Marcuse alternated between bald 
assertion and weak qualification. At whatever level—analysis or 
prescription—the essay was confused and, by Marcuse’s own 
criteria, irrational. 

Marcuse’s argument was as follows. Because American society 
is characterized by “total administration,” the positive exercise of 
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civil and political rights and the negative tolerance of reactionary 
views and actions serve only to strengthen an emerging totalitari¬ 
an democracy rather than to undermine or change it. This thesis 
was based on the prior assumption that “it is the whole which 
determines the truth” 115 and thus any action or idea which did 
not represent a total refusal of the “rules of the game” was in fact 
supportive of the system. As a result tolerance should be with¬ 
drawn from those groups and ideas which were inimical to 
freedom and humanity; it should be extended to the actions, 
violent or not, of the oppressed minorities who have a “natural 
right” of resistance. 116 As Marcuse quite openly admitted, this 
would involve the use of undemocratic means by a minority “in 
the maturity of [their] faculties,” 117 justified by rational'and 
objective standards. Only in this way could the monolithic 
totalitarian democracy be broken, the manipulation of the majori¬ 
ty s consciousness be halted, and “progress in the consciousness of 
freedom” be furthered. 118 

Marcuses position can be attacked on several levels. Taking 
his holistic position at face value, one might ask why Marcuse 
himself did not fall under the sway of the totalitarian structure, 
01 why the very publication of his work did not strengthen rather 
than undermine the system. Marcuse’s position illustrated an 
elitist voluntarism joined with the belief that the masses were 
locked into a deterministic situation. Somehow he and other 
“progressive” forces had escaped the totalitarian nexus. Either 
the nexus was not so total and others had as well escaped 
manipulation of consciousness—or his “project” was a vain one. 
One could also turn Marcuse’s argument around. Was it any more 
true that selective tolerance, denial to reactionaries of speech and 
action, led to an undermining of repressive social forces, or would 
not intolerance, just as tolerance, lead to a strengthening of the 
system? If in theory the whole is all-determining, any particular 
action, regardless of its source or purpose, should lead to the 
bolstering up of the system. 

Indeed there was a vagueness in Marcuse’s analysis as to 
exactly who should withdraw tolerance. Individuals and isolated 
groups? The governing political structure? Obviously the latter 
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established forces would not take action leading to their own 
demise. If it was the former, then because of minority status, the 
action would either be ineffectual or lead to a strengthening of 
the forces of repression. And the action of “a dictatorship of 
intellectuals” would almost by definition fail to gain wider 
support. In the essay Marcuse made use of a quote by John 
Stuart Mill, which advocated weighted suffrage favoring the 
educated class, to support his point. This was passing strange for 
a Marxist since Mill’s argument had been addressed to the issue 
of voting, not free speech, and was directed against the working 
class. In short, Marcuse ripped Mill’s quote totally out of the 
historical context and used it to support a position which Mill 
would probably have found indefensible. 

Marcuse was similarly vague concerning who and what should 
not be tolerated. Nowhere did he really distinguish thought and 
action, the private and public entertainment of ideas and their 
implementation. At one point “that which was radically evil” was 
to be suppressed. Yet this concept of radical evil covered a host 
of phenomena ranging from “systematic moronization of children 
and adults . . . [to] release of destructiveness ... to planned 
obsolescence” and was certainly too vague to be very helpful. 119 
At another point he linked the “Right . . . movements of 
aggression . . . the party of hate” and contrasted it with “the Left 
. . . movements of peace . . . humanity.” 120 Such phrase¬ 
mongering was demonology rather than political analysis, not to 
mention the empty nature of the concepts, Left (Right), peace 
(aggression), humanity (hate), or their sheer banality. To estab¬ 
lish such equations was ahistorical and an abdication of critical 
reason. Likewise Marcuse’s use of threadbare Marxian terms such 
as “progress” and “regression” served to obfuscate rather than to 
clarify. Despite Marcuse’s assertion that such distinctions could 
be made “rationally on empirical grounds,” 121 it was not at all 
clear which policies led to which goals. 

In his 1968 “Postscript” Marcuse elaborated upon his demonol- 
ogy by advocating intolerance toward “movements of a demon¬ 
strably aggressive or destructive character” and those “opposing 
the extension of social legislation to the poor, weak and dis- 
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abled.” 122 Yet Marcuse’s point in One-Dimensional Man and 
implicitly in “Repressive Tolerance” was that the welfare state, 
presumably the perpetrator of such “social legislation,” was an 
integral part of the developing total system. Marcuse’s support 
for humanitarian legislation may be valid, but it hardly rep¬ 
resented a “Great Refusal,” and indeed sounded like a call for 
selective support of the given order. At present, it is not all that 
clear which type of social legislation—increased welfare benefits, 
a guaranteed annual income, or an abolition of the entire system 
of government support to poor people—would be most desirable. 
The rubric “extension of social legislation” was of little or no help 
in categorizing friends and enemies. 

Finally, in the context of American historical and political 
development, Marcuse’s position was irrational, and betrayed an 
insensitivity to the American situation. If one could pinpoint an 
area in which the American political structure has been in the 
balance formally “progressive,” it would be in the area of civil 
liberties and free speech. To negate this historical given would 
seem to contradict Marcuse’s assertion that revolutionary action 
must preserve the “productive achievements of civilization.” 

At present, the conditions for revolution do not seem to be 
present in American society, and thus Marcuse’s call for selective 
tolerance is a call for minority action. Marcuse’s plea that “the 
educator and intellectual [have no] right to preach them [op¬ 
pressed minorities] abstention” 123 from violence was morally 
quite sound. But as a blanket political judgment, it signaled an 
abdication of political reason and seemed to contradict Marcuse’s 
own “calculus of revolution.” For, as Jurgen Habermas wrote in 
his introduction to Antworten auf Herbert Marcuse : “Violence 
can become legitimate and have an emancipating effect to the 
extent that it is called forth by the oppressive force in a situation 
where that oppressive force is seen as generally unbearable. It is 
only such force that is revolutionary. . . .” 124 

Likewise it could be argued that violence may be used by a 
group to gain access to those rights and privileges which are 
morally and legally theirs, but to turn around and deny those 
rights to others is reactionary and repressive. To make force and 
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denial of free speech programmatic runs the danger of making a 
tactical necessity a philosophically desirable part of revolutionary 
thought and practice. In sum it may make no difference to the 
victim, but it does to the executioner and to those who live with 
and under him, whether violence is positively sanctioned, or seen 
merely as a necessary evil. 

Thus Marcuse’s “Repressive Tolerance” seems both irrational 
on Marcuse’s own grounds and the result of a serious misreading 
of the nature of American politics and society. It was frankly and 
openly elitist. Like so much of his other work, the structure of 
Marcuse’s argument was dictated by and reflected the structure 
of the social and political system he claimed to be describing. 
Total control implied total refusal; totalitarian manipulation 
implied subversive manipulation. The lack of spaces of free¬ 
dom” implied the denial of such to opponents. The circle 
remained closed. 

An Essay on Liberation was published in the wake of four 
years of sporadic student rebellions in the United States, ghetto 
uprisings, dogged Vietcong resistance to American military might 
in Vietnam, and the May-June, 1968, student-worker rebellion in 
France. All these apparently forced Marcuse out of his deeply 
pessimistic mood concerning the possibility of radical change in 
advanced industrial society toward a position of measured op- 
I imism. 

Marcuse’s basic thesis was that a restructuring of human needs 
was necessary in advanced industrial society. To the radical 
intelligentsia would fall the theoretical work and to the students 
and oppressed minorities the exemplification of the new life¬ 
style. This position was in turn based on the belief that biological 
needs were socially and culturally formed and that to change 
them was the goal (and proper province) of radical political 
action. Thus there was an explicit identification of the political 
and the cultural, public with private, politics and sex. Due to the 
all-determining nature of advanced industrial society, the means 
of production, the cultural patterns, the language, sexual habits, 
patterns of consumption—in sum the life-style—had to be trans¬ 
formed. 
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Portions of An Essay on Liberation were a reply to some of the 
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less the tone of the book tended toward optimism. The “moral 
liber” or consensual framework of advanced industrial society 
gave signs of collapsing or at least weakening. If and when the 
ml lapse occurred, Marcuse’s work would serve to indicate one 
possibility for the shape of the new man and the contours of a 
new reality. 

Marcuse’s final vision of “society as a work of art” was the 
< ulmination of his emphasis on the “aesthetic” as a political and 
social category beginning with Eros and Civilization. As such it 
was both appealing and frightening. It appealed insofar as it 
irrognized the real possibility, due to technological development 
and mastery of nature, of man’s shaping his world according to a 
human and humane vision of freedom, happiness, and plenty. As 
Marcuse noted at the beginning of An Essay on Liberation , 
utopias were no longer utopian; they had become real possibili¬ 
ties. 

And yet the vision was also a frightening one. Unlike Good¬ 
man’s focus on small-scale experiments and decentralized plan¬ 
ning, Marcuse’s emphasis was on society as a whole. Furthermore 
l lie application of the category “aesthetic” to political action 
brought to mind Walter Benjamin’s observation that “Fascism 
sees its salvation in giving these masses not their rights, but 
instead a chance to express themselves . . . the logical result of 
fascism is the introduction of aesthetics into political life.” 133 To 
be sure Benjamin was referring to a social order in which the 
economic structure remained unaltered while the people were 
“bought off” with spurious self-expression. And Marcuse might 
reply that contemporary American society was precisely ap¬ 
proaching the condition that Benjamin described, and that his 
own work has been devoted to altering property relations and 
social structures so as to obviate a quasi-Fascist order. Neverthe¬ 
less the elevation of the aesthetic to the principle governing 
social reality gave one pause. 

The problem with the aesthetic as a social and political 
category resided in the fact that, as a concept, it points toward an 
end and neglects means. In modernist aesthetics, the artist has 
usually been conceived of as a Godlike master over his material, 
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willing to use imaginative and “real” characters and themes for a 
desired end-effect. The end becomes all, and toward the ingredi¬ 
ents themselves, the artist assumes a detached indifference. They 
are of concern only as means to an end—the creation of the 
beautiful and the pleasing—at whatever cost to the materials 
themselves. The aesthetic contains within itself as a concept the 
justification for its realization. Other external “moral” judgments 
are irrelevant or at best secondary. 

The frightening possibility is that this individual mode of 
perception and “behavior” would be applied on a collective social 
scale. A society as a work of art would seem to need an “artist” 
(dictator) or artists (minority consciousness) working, regardless 
of means, toward society as an aesthetic product. To realize the 
aesthetic,” private consciousness, individual needs and wants, 
tastes, and habits, as well as economic and political structures, 
public actions and laws would need to be manipulated and 
transformed. The result would be a system of total domination 
and control, an order every bit as one-dimensional, if not more 
so, than that of existing society. “Subjective” and “objective” 
existence would be subject to external domination. As such this 
vision of an aesthetic order transcends fascism or communism or 
totalitarian democracy. It is highly reminiscent of the most 
prescient anticipation in modern western culture of the totalitari¬ 
an spirit—the tale of the Grand Inquisitor in Dostoevsky’s The 
Brothers Karamazov. 


f7# 


NORMAN O. BROWN 


Norman Browns relationship to radical Freudian social thought 
is somewhat tenuous and problematic. Though as a student in the 
1930s Brown was involved in leftist politics, his training and 
intellectual efforts prior to the 1950s were neither very “political” 
nor very Freudian. He has most often been grouped with 
Marcuse on the basis of the similarities in terminology and 
conclusions of his Life Against Death and Marcuse’s Eros and 
Civilization. (Brown reports that he met Marcuse in the early 
fifties and was taken by Marcuse’s discussion of a nonrepressive 
society.) 1 Though the parallels are striking, a close examination 
of Brown’s work reveals radical differences between the two. 
Furthermore an examination of the two men’s intellectual de¬ 
velopment subsequent to the above-mentioned works reveals 
quite clearly the divergent tendencies present in their thought. 

Common to both the Freudian and Marxian approaches to 
reality is a thoroughgoing reductionism; that is, “superficial” 
phenomena are seen in terms of something more fundamental 
and basic. In this reductionist tendency Brown is much more 
“radical” than either Goodman or Marcuse, and in “tone” reminds 
one most of Wilhelm Reich. It is perhaps no accident that both 
Heich and Brown, in pushing their analyses to the most radical 
conclusion, emerged finally as religious rather than political or 
social thinkers. It is as if their use of modern, secular, and 
ostensibly antireligious ideas led them to positions fundamentally 
at odds with the entire post-Enlightenment corpus of western 
thought. Though Reich arrived at a cosmic religiosity, mixed with 
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quasi-scientific terminology, and Brown arrives at a body mysti¬ 
cism undergirded by literacy and religious concepts, both tran¬ 
scended and undermined the intellectual tradition from which 
they began. 

Thus Brown’s work is finally not so much a critique of “the 
organized system” or “advanced industrial society” or a plea for 
“mental health” or freer sexual expression as it is a radical 
questioning of the very assumptions about man and culture upon 
which individual and social existence have hitherto been based. 

Brown’s only published work prior to Life Against Death was a 
monograph in classical studies entitled Hermes the Thief (1947), 
a work which displayed impressive erudition brought to bear on 
a fairly limited subject. Aside from an occasional mention of 
Bronislaw Malinowski, Brown’s study contained no references to 
psychoanalytically trained anthropologists or psychoanalytic in¬ 
terpretations of mythic structures. (This was ironic in that the 
god Hermes had often been associated with various phallic cults 
of classical antiquity.) Brown charted the evolution of the role of 
Hermes in Greek life as it related to economic and social 
developments in Greek society. In particular Brown demonstrat¬ 
ed that by the sixth century b.c., Hermes had become the patron 
deity of the emerging acquisitive craftsmen and merchant class 
in Athens. As a by-product of this effort, Brown reversed a 
standard interpretation by fixing the composition of the Homeric 
Hymn to Hermes at a late date (520-511 b.c.) rather than much 
earlier, and demonstrated that it emerged in an urban rather 
than a rural context. 2 Though Brown referred to Hermes in Life 
Against Death as an early example of the “Trickster,” and hence 
a forerunner of the Christian concept of Satan, Hermes the Thief 
had remarkably little relevance to Brown’s later work. 

Death and Sexuality 

Brown took as his central concern in Life Against Death the 
problem of human happiness. It was Brown’s notion that man, 
because he “refuses to recognize the realities of human nature,” 3 
is repressed and represses himself. Man, Brown maintained, must 
accept the reality that he is and has a body and hence will die. 
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Because man cannot accept the latter “given” of human exist- 
nice, he is unable to accept the former either. The result has 
l>een a collective and individual attempt by man to protect 
himself from this awareness of death, coupled with an attempt to 
reach (or regain) a dimly recalled state of happiness. In various 
ways cultural and technological achievements, individual charac¬ 
ter and personality, and human sexual organization all give 
testimony to man’s fear of death and his attempt to avoid this 
awareness. Hence, fear of death is likewise a fear of life; and to 
be open to life and Eros is to accept the fact of one’s death. Life 
and death are bound up together in and through the body, which 
is the source of life and whose end is death. 

Behind this problem of happiness and the answer Brown 
arrived at loomed Freud’s psychoanalytic teachings, in relation to 
which Brown functioned as a rebellious Hermes. Brown served as 
a messenger from Freud to contemporary man, while in transit 
reshaping, extending, and transforming the original Freudian 
teachings. Along with Freud, Brown looked to Nietzsche, Hegel, 
and the Christian mystic, Boehme, as the teachers of modern 
man who, if attended to, might help man regain his health and 
achieve “salvation.” Unlike Marcuse, Brown located the origin of 
repression in man, not in society: man was “the slave ... in love 
with his own chains.” 4 Oppressive and repressive society and 
c ulture were epiphenomena, projections onto a collective histori¬ 
cal plane of man’s self-repression. Thus not a revolution in social 
and economic structures but a revolution in human consciousness 
was of first priority. Abolition of repression was an individual 
rather than a social task. Man must by his own efforts conquer his 
fear of death. Then the rest would follow. 

As to how this situation came (and comes) about, Brown was 
not clear. For Brown, early childhood proceeded under the aegis 
of the pleasure principle rather than the reality principle. The 
child originally experiences pleasure at all parts of the body and 
is thus “polymorphously perverse.” 5 The culmination of a “fall 
from this state of erotic grace is the triumph of genital sexuality, 
an indication that human sexuality has been “perverted” by the 
reality principle for purposes of procreation, rather than remain- 
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ing under the sway of the pleasure principle. This fall into 
genital sexuality is not, as with Marcuse, the result of socioeco¬ 
nomic domination, but due to man’s underlying fear of death. 
Brown did stand with Marcuse against Freud and Reich in 
identifying genuine health and nonrepressive existence with 
polymorphous perversity rather than with the capacity for a 
satisfactory orgasm. The paradigm for all erotic, indeed all 
human relationships, was “being-one-with-the-world,” 6 a condi¬ 
tion in which self and other, subject and object, pleasure and 
pain dualisms were overcome. And Brown, like Marcuse, iden¬ 
tified this state with the child at the mother’s breast, the 
condition marked by primary narcissism. 7 At this point there was 
an instinctual fusion,” desire for pleasure and for rest, life and 
death. 

Thus Brown, like Marcuse, posited a primary fusion of instincts 
in contrast to Freud’s instinctual dualism. If, Brown argued, there 
was a time when the instincts were fused, the opposition be¬ 
tween Eros and Thanatos was “not an innate datum of human 
nature.” 8 The death instinct was originally at one with Eros and 
only “the incapacity to accept death turns the death instinct into 
its distinctly human . . . morbid form.” 9 The assumption of a key 
role in human existence by the death instinct represented in 
reality “a flight from death.” 10 Technological efforts to “conquer” 
nature and the exploitation of man by man were both projections 
of the death instinct, in the form of aggression directed outward 
upon the external world. The two archetypal figures of western 
consciousness—Faust and Don Juan—thus perfectly illustrate two 
alternate modes of escaping the anxiety of death. 11 

As Brown saw it, the death-separation anxiety arose at the 
moment of birth, was reenforced by separation from the mother’s 
breast and finally by separation from the family: “Anxiety is a 
response to experiences of separateness, individuality and 
death.” 12 Thus to a degree Brown adopted the position that the 
birth trauma was the prime cause of neurosis and repression. If 
this were true, however, it is hard to see how the fear of death 
and its consequences—the desire to be reunited with the mother 
through copulation, genital not polymorphous sexuality—could 
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e ver be overcome. Man would seem to be by birth the anxious 
animal. 13 No matter what happened later, his fate would be 
sealed. 

For Brown the prime example of the flight from death and 
individuality emerged most clearly in the Oedipus complex, 
which was in reality based on an earlier formed castration 
complex. What took place in the Oedipal situation, Brown held, 
was an attempt on the part of the child to become the father of 
himself and simultaneously be reunited with the mother. The 
instrument of this union—the phallus—was cathected with libid- 
inal energy withdrawn from other parts of the body. Because of 
I he fear of castration and the “bad” reunion desire, polymorphous 
perversity becomes an individual and then cultural taboo. In this 
way human culture, as we know it, emerges since “the castration 
complex represses infantile sexuality and inaugurates sublimation 
and sexual differentiation.” 14 The desire to be one’s own creator, 
expressed by desire for the mother, betrays the desire for power 
and domination at the root of genital sexuality and by implication 
human culture. 

Crucial to Brown’s entire thesis was the concept of sublima¬ 
tion. Unlike Marcuse, Brown held that sublimation “does not 
really avoid the curse of repression.” 15 That is, culture, which is 
the product of sublimated libidinal energy, develops at the 
expense of true body sexuality and is essentially a flight from 
life—and death. Nonrepressive sublimation was a contradiction in 
terms, and surplus repression a redundancy. Only insofar as 
art contradicted the reality principle and attempted “to regain 
the lost laughter of infancy,” 16 could it be seen as subversive to 
civilization and in the service of Eros. But Brown did not make 
clear in what way art escaped the influence of sublimation. 

Brown ended the first part of Life Against Death by calling for 
the construction of a Dionysian or body ego, as an alternative to 
sublimated existence. This new mode of consciousness would 
embrace and affirm instinctual reality. It would seek to unify not 
separate, affirm not negate, overflow limits rather than erect 
boundaries, and would draw no distinction between soul and 
body, self and other, life and death. Alienation would be abol- 
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ished. Rather than a dualistic view of reality, there would be a 
dialectical one in which concepts and things would be dependent 
on one another and unified in opposition. This new move of 
existence would not be regressive, but rather would represent a 
new level of consciousness. 17 

It would be impossible to do justice to the wide range of topics 
Brown covered in the second half of Life Against Death. In this 
section, titled “Studies in Anality,” Brown sought to establish the 
connection between sublimation, anality, and human culture. He 
devoted a chapter each to examinations of Jonathan Swift and 
Martin Luther, the main point being that both men were 
precursors of Freud in having, through literature and theology, 
grasped the relationship of the spiritual and the material, specifi¬ 
cally the fecal, in the sublimation process. To Luther, especially, 
Brown attributed the insight that Satan (in psychoanalytic terms 
the death instinct) dominated life. As a result, human vice and 
virtue, reason, good works—activities according to the reality 
principle—all were done in his service. “Things” were ultimately 
fecal, no matter how transmuted or etherealized. As Luther had 
suggested in his doctrine of salvation by faith not good works, 
“worldly” activities are by nature corrupted and hence for 
naught. 

Particularly important was Brown’s rejection of the view that 
changes in thought and behavior, e.g., the Reformation or Indus¬ 
trial Revolution or rise of Capitalism, were related mechanically 
to changes in toilet training, and larger social forces as such. 
Rather there occurred periodically in human experience “an 
irruption of fresh material from deeper strata of the uncon¬ 
scious. 18 The source of this unconscious material was a “fantasy 
of guilt perpetually reproduced by the ego so that the organism 
can repress itself.” 19 This fitted with Brown’s fundamental con¬ 
tention that the problem of man was man himself. As long as man 
lived under the reality principle, which was empowered by the 
death instinct, the “daimonic” would periodically reemerge: “The 
dynamic of history is the slow return of the repressed.” 20 All 
social and economic reforms, any attempts to “loosen” sexual and 
instinctual practices, were useless if man’s fundamental attitude 
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loward his own death was not changed. And this change was up 
lo man himself. 

In a long chapter entitled “Filthy Lucre” Brown linked togeth- 
rr a critique of money, quantifying rationality, the scientific 
method, and the spirit of capitalism and saw behind them all the 
impulse of “possessive mastery over nature” and the “economiz¬ 
ing in the means,” both expressions of anal-sadistic impulses. 21 
Along the way Brown suggested the need, as Marcuse had, for a 
new philosophy of nature and technology which would aim at 
"union with nature” 22 rather than seeking to exploit it and a new 
"science of use values” or economics in which consumption and 
satisfaction rather than production and economizing would be 
the goal. 23 

Most ingenious was Brown’s thesis that the original value of 
money arose from the realm of the sacred not the secular, that 
money was inseparable from symbolism, i.e., sublimation, and 
that sublimation “is the drive to produce an economic surplus.” 24 
Irrational production is production of the superfluous or sacred. 
The drive for surplus production is not based on a psychology of 
enjoyment but a psychology of guilt: giving gifts to gods or to 
others means getting rid of guilt which, in turn, means, of course, 
getting rid of feces. Brown contended that as long as man failed 
to transcend the syndrome of guilt-production-money-sacred, 
which implied the ethics of self-repression, nonenjoyment, work- 
in short the Protestant Ethic—he would never be happy. Again 
parting company with Marcuse, Brown did not ascribe this 
“surplus repression” to any one social and economic system: 
“neurotic perversion of needs is not a child of civilization or class 
domination, but begins in archaic man.” 25 We are all guilty and 
thus condemned to confuse necessity (food—oral) with superflui¬ 
ty (surplus—anal). Not only, Brown suggested, does man not 
know what he needs, he does not really know what he wants. He 
does not strictly need most of what he wants and once he has it, 
he proceeds to give it away to assuage his guilt. 

Brown also subjected the phenomenon of time to scrutiny. It 
(time) was “like money, neurotic and correlative with instinctual 
repression.” 26 A time sense emerged in man when he first 
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realized that he was unhappy (repressed), remembered a time 
of former happiness, and dreamt of a future happiness. Thus all 
revolutions projected into the future are really attempts to return 
to the past. Dialectically “time is a schema necessary for expia¬ 
tion of guilt.” 2 ' To have a time sense is to be both guilty and 
nostalgic. The end of repression would imply the end of time as 
we know it. And, Brown pointed out, the chief physical embodi¬ 
ment of sublimation, the locus of man’s chief efforts to conquer 
death, the place where money rules is “that fundamental institu¬ 
tion of civilization, the city.” 28 The city was originally a sacred 
place where the superfluous was disposed of. Its vertical struc¬ 
tures symbolize a defiance of nature and an aggressive phallicity. 
The city is the center of finance, “of accumulated sublimation . . . 
a deposit of accumulated guilt” 29 and finally stands for the 
reification of time and an attempt to conquer death through 
lasting and enduring monuments. 

The goal was finally to transcend sublimation, the death 
instinct and the excremental vision of the human body. Only, 
Brown maintained, could a man “strong enough to live and 
therefore strong enough to die . . . and strong enough to set aside 
guilt” 30 be in a position to abandon the reality principle which 
worked in the service of Thanatos. The task was to abolish 
repression and sublimation, thereby returning all values to bodily 
values and fulfilling, as it were, the ancient Christian hope of the 
resurrection of the body. The resurrection of the body would 
mean the end of time as men had previously known it. No longer 
would men yearn for a golden age past or hope for a utopia in 
the future. Happiness would be eternally present. Bodies with 
bodies, polymorphous contact rather than genital penetration, 
mutuality rather than dominance—these were Brown’s hopes. 

As with Marcuse a strict comparison of Brown’s use of Freud 
with Freud’s thought itself is not at issue. Brown “took off” from 
Freud toward the construction of a new vision of human reality 
and, like Reich, assumed the tone and urgency of a prophet in 
expounding his ideas. In effect what Brown did was to radically 
simplify certain crucial concepts in psychoanalytic doctrine; the 
result was, for all of Brown’s self-proclaimed dialectical mode of 
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procedure, a work much more, dualistic, i.e., simplistic, and 
certainly more moralistic, to the point of Manieheanism, than 
Freud’s. As we have noted, sublimation, work, culture, all be¬ 
came effectively synonymous with repression. The reality princi¬ 
ple was subsumed under the death instinct. And genital sexuality 
became aggressiveness and dominance and then, finally, Thana- 
(os. Contrarily, libido, polymorphous perversity, and Eros all 
were subsumed under the life-force. Other than the basic distinc- 
tion between the forces of life and death, there were few other 
distinctions made. 

In a similar way, despite a nod toward a distinction between 
primitive and civilized men and societies, Brown’s purview was 
man in general. This ahistorical framework fitted quite well with 
brown’s thesis that man’s problem was himself and not particular 
economic or social or cultural structures, and with his contention 
(hat changes within the present mode of consciousness were 
ineffectual. 

Even though one might accept Brown’s “ahistoric” approach, 
(here was a major problem with Brown’s essentially “religious” 
vision of man’s condition. In the Christian framework, salvation 
was seen as the result of God’s action or the product of divine- 
human interaction through good works, ecclesiastically sanc¬ 
tioned rituals, and faith. It is obvious, however, that there was, in 
brown’s theology, no “God” who is involved in man’s return from 
his fallen condition to a state of grace. Man must quite literally 
save himself through a willing into being of the Dionysian 
consciousness, a process which dialectectically involves losing 
oneself. Thus one might agree with Brown’s admiration for the 
Dionysian consciousness without having much of a notion as to 
how it was to emerge. It was the strength of the Christian 
position as well as the Marxian one that a mechanism—God’s 
grace or man’s action with the movement of history—existed for 
ushering in the new age. 31 In Brown’s schema no such supraindi- 
vidual force existed. 

Another puzzling aspect of Brown’s thought as presented in 
Life Against Death was his discussions of the essentially human 
as contrasted with the animal and the biological. It was Brown’s 











166 / The Tarty of Eros 


contention that the distinction between man and animal lay in 
the former s propensity to repression, and that “Life and Death 
coexist in some undifferentiated unity at the animal level.” 32 That 
which is living and yet nonhuman has no fear of death and hence 
is unrepressed. Yet Brown failed to deal with the fact that 
animals, at least mammals, are sexually organized for reproduc¬ 
tion, that any foreplay seems to be in the service of the 
reproduction function, and that though animals have a sexual 
life, they do not have an erotic life. (Erotic being sexuality in the 
service of pleasure rather than propagation.) 33 It is difficult, 
therefore, to see the necessary connection in humans between 
genital sexuality, the fear of death and repression, on the one 
hand, and polymorphous perversity, acceptance of death and 
nonrepressive existence, on the other. Because most human 
interaction is characterized by the drive for dominance and 
power due to a fear of death does not necessarily mean that the 
“normal” mode of heterosexual sexuality is inherently connected 
with the drive for power. As a metaphor showing the possibility 
of an alternative mode of sexual expression and human interac¬ 
tion, the vision of polymorphous perversity was useful. But as 
more than a metaphor, it was not very convincing. 

Finally the goal of Life Against Death was a new man. Brown 
would seem to stand with philosophers such as Heidegger and 
Sartre who see man as the being who is aware of his mortality, 
and argue that to live authentically this fact must be accepted. 
(Marcuse, it should be remembered, felt that death should be 
rendered as painless as possible.) Brown parted company, how¬ 
ever, with the existentialists, as well as with anthropological and 
historical testimony, by asserting that man must not only accept 
his own death, but he can also transcend his fear of death. What 
Brown in fact evoked was a conscious animal or an incarnate 
God. This brings us to Love’s Body. 

Behind Brown’s Life Against Death and Love’s Body stands 
Nietzsche’s dictum that man is the being who must overcome 
himself. Indeed the biographical parallels between Neitzsche 
and Brown are striking. Both began as professors of classics and 


Norman O. Brown / 167 


used their classical learning to transcend not only that discipline 
but also contemporary thought. Both not accidentally were 
Protestant heretics, rebels against worldly asceticism, who at¬ 
tempted to forge a new religion, the focus of which was to be 
man, not God. Both sought to move from a Christian morality of 
good and evil to a man-made morality of health and sickness. 
One stood as the precursor of Freud; the other as a radical 
interpreter of Freud. Brown along with Nietzsche and Freud 
started with the assumption that “mind was at the end of its 
tether” and it was up to man himself to find a “way out.” 34 

The way out for Brown was not the life of the mind and 
rationality as it had been for Freud. Appealing to Emerson for 
support Brown held that men were in bondage “to the authority 
of books . . . the authority of the past.” 35 The way out for Brown 
lay, rather, in the rediscovery of mystery, the infusion of the 
spirit into man. The result was to be a “Dionysian Christian,” 
answering to the “power of enthusiasm.” 36 It was this enthusiast 
spirit, the bete noire of Enlightenment thinking, which marked 
most explicitly Brown’s distance from Freud. Brown’s intellectual 
ancestors had become Emerson, Whitman, and the Quaker, 
George Fox. This vision of the immanent divinity of each man 
led as well to belief in the essential “oneness” of all men, in that 
all participated in the power of the spirit. Thus by Love’s Body 
brown had moved toward a position partaking of eastern mysti¬ 
cism and, strangely enough, an antinomian tradition of American 
cultural radicalism which has vacillated between extreme individ¬ 
ualism and a mystic oneness that negates individuality. 

Love’s Body is a strange “book.” In it, Brown paraded the 
authority of books and the past in the name of their negation. His 
own thoughts were grouped and even confused with citations 
from many other sources—eastern and western, ancient and 
modern. In dialectical fashion these past authorities were ac¬ 
knowledged and transcended by partial incorporation. The work 
vacillated between poetry and pedantry and finally came to rest 
nowhere and everywhere. 37 

In Love’s Body the medium was certainly the message. A 
linear-progressive, causal-genetic approach was eschewed; rather 
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the procedure was contrapuntal and circular. A theme was 
introduced, elucidated, dropped, and then returned to later. The 
argument was constructed of overlapping yet connecting circles 
and was spiralic. Argument was by analogy rather than cause 
and effect. Indeed several sections of the book were themselves 
glosses upon the structure and procedure of the book. Rather 
than being presented with a “clear” argument, the reader was 
forced to make his own connections and participate in the book’s 
development. Hence one way of understanding what Brown was 
saying in hove s Body was to note how he was saying it. 

Early in Loves Body Brown writes that “the fall is the Fall into 
Division of the one universal man.” 8 ** The goal of the Dionysian 
consciousness is to perceive the unity behind the separation and 
to heal the divisions within and among men. Pluralism is the 
condition and wholeness is the goal, the true reality to be 
achieved. According to Brown it is an illusion, productive of 
much unhappiness, that men have or are discrete personalities, 
egos, and characters. Brown rejects the concern of ego psycholo¬ 
gy for individual identity; the goal should be the discovery that 
we have no definite self-“the ego ... a piece of illusion.” 89 To 
maintain the contrary is a refusal to face reality that we are one 
with others and ourselves. It was Freud who discovered that we 
were unhappily and incompletely others through introjection, 
lepiession, and identification. The task, as Brown sees it, is to 
become happily and completely at one with others and ourselves. 
To do this requires that we go beyond a division of the psychic 
apparatus into id, ego, and superego. In thought and in fact they 
must become one and reenter the body and the world. As Brown 
says: “To give up boundaries is to give up the reality princi¬ 
ple; ’ 40 in this way will man and the world be transformed. 

According to Brown the crucial fact of existence to be recog¬ 
nized is not that we live, but that we are “lived” by Reality which 
is “not things (dead matter, heavy stuff), in simple location. 
Reality is energy or instinct . . . One Substance, the id or it.” 41 
Nor is a body a thing but a “continuous creation . . . never 
static. 4 - Thus, for Brown, underlying what we commonsensically 
take to be matter and mental “processes” is a field of energy or 
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instinct. In a formulation highly reminiscent of Reich’s cosmic 
orgone energy, Brown describes this energy field as one within 
which “action at a distance . . . psychic streams, projects, in 
direction” 43 would suffuse the body and space around bodies 
bringing them in contact with one another and restoring the false 
gaps between the bodies. (One assumes “bodies” are concentra¬ 
tions within this energy field.) To realize that “reality” is so is to 
overcome dualism and division and “to arise from the dead.” 44 
The nearest example we have of such a state of being is 
schizophrenia [in which] the false boundaries are disinte¬ 
grating.” 45 Thus the Dionysian sense of reality “abolishes the 
))rincipium individuationis." 4Q In Schopenhauerian fashion the 
world, as we know, is Idea; the goal is the insight into the 
underlying unifying Will. To die to the old reality is to be reborn 
and resurrected. 

In Love's Body Brown calls this new consciousness a “symbol¬ 
ic” consciousness. Whereas in Life Against Death Brown had 
seen symbolism as the outcome of sublimation, the attempt to 
(‘scape the reality of the body by projecting a spiritual world, in 
Love's Body symbolic consciousness becomes that which reestab¬ 
lishes connections and overcomes divisions, much in the manner 
of Freud’s Eros: “[symbolic consciousness] . . . terminates in the 
body, remains faithful to the earth. The dreamer awakens not 
from a body but to a body. Not an ascent from body to spirit, but 
the descent of spirit into body; incarnation not sublimation.” 47 
Thus symbolic consciousness unites spirit to body, the word to 
the flesh and makes them one. It is antiliteral, playful, and the 
analogue of polymorphous perversity. To be bom anew is to 
recover the body and the spirit. The spirit is “not the ghost but 
life itself.” 

As Brown notes repeatedly, the force which makes distinctions 
is Thanatos and it must be displayed by a new erotic sense, a 
Dionysian consciousness. Just as the self, the individualized ego, 
is illusion and in the service of Thanatos, so are genital organiza¬ 
tion of the body, social and economic divisions, and political 
institutions in general. To have a “representative” is to have a 
disembodied self who becomes distinctly other. All exercise of 
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power is under the reality principle which must be overthrown. 
Ihus all boundaries between public and private, sex and politics 
are illusory: “Psychoanalysis is that revolving stage which com- 
, revolution ’ disclosing the bedroom and bathroom 
behind the bourgeois facade . . . abolishing the reality principle 
and its unreal distinction between public and private, between 
head and genital.” 49 So long as men hold to the distinctions 
instead of making connections, they are dead to the “real” world 
of the body and the spirit. Once the “common sense” world is 
recognized for the illusion it is, then men will first begin to live. 

us Browns Dionysian or symbolic consciousness, mind and 
ody as one and polymorphously perverse, becomes the final 
stage of the unmasking process which Marx and Freud began. 

„ ‘ G Publication of Loves Body provided the first direct public 
confrontation” between Brown and Marcuse. 49 As might be 
expected Marcuse was highly critical of Loves Body, though the 
criticism was tempered with praise for Browns intellectual 
daring. In essence Marcuse’s objection to Love’s Body lay in what 
Marcuse considered the inadequacy of Brown’s dialectic his 
substitution of mystery for politics, and his concept of symbolism. 

Marcuse held that Brown had been mesmerized by the uncon¬ 
scious, the contents of the repressed, and made them “normative 
va ues, as ends.” 00 Brown’s dialectical analysis was incomplete in 
that he had recognized, comprehended but had not “conquered ” 
the material. 51 As a result, though Brown had quite rightly 
pointed to the symbolic nature, the latent content, of human 

a 0 * , mdlvlduaI and collective, he had neglected the 
real effect history had upon man: “Radical destruction of 
history terminates in the religious tale, in which history is not 
aufgehoben, but simply negated, abolished.” 52 Indeed Brown had 
spn-itualized history and failed to “return from the symbolic to 
the literal. ° The point was, according to Marcuse, not so much 
that all boundaries, divisions, and distinctions should be abol- 
ished, for upon these pleasure and happiness were dependent. 
Rather the imperative was that men should have the right to 
determine them “instead of leaving their determination to our 
tathers and leaders and representatives." 54 Such was the object 
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<>l political action in contrast with Brown’s political “quietism” 
and spiritual “radicalism.” 

Finally Marcuse pointed out that in Brown’s Love’s Body : 

I {evolution, freedom, fulfillment become in turn symbolic . . . 

| but] symbolic of what?” 55 Though he did not develop this 
further, Marcuse was noting the crucial weakness in Brown’s 
religious vision and his idea of symbolic consciousness. The 
nature of the symbol is in essence dialectical and/or intentional. 
It is something concrete and specific yet pointing beyond itself to 
a wider meaning or reference. The literalness of the symbol must 
be respected and acknowledged at the same time its reference is 
recognized. What Brown tended to do in Love’s Body as well as 
Life Against Death was “dissolve” the specificity of the symbol 
into its general meaning and thus neglect the “power” of the 
literal object. For example, the empty cross is a powerful 
Christian symbol because it refers not only to the death and 
resurrection of the Christ, but also to a specific instrument of 
torture and death used by Romans at a certain time in history to 
crucify men, particularly a man named Jesus. Or an example 
from Brown which Marcuse refers to: the king was a symbolic 
father and phallus, but also a powerful human being who 
proposed and disposed in the affairs of men. What Brown had 
done in Life Against Death in telescoping Freudian concepts into 
one of two all-encompassing forces—Eros and Thanatos— 
exemplified an allegorical rather than a symbolic or dialectic one. 
Individual and collective existence becomes the locus of “a 
cosmic melodrama.” 56 And if, according to Brown in Love’s 
Body , there are no distinctions in thought and reality among 
concepts and things, then there is likewise no symbolism. Reality 
becomes one-dimensional and etherealized. And politically cru¬ 
cial, the procedure that makes no distinctions in thought or fact 
is potentially totalitarian. 

By Love’s Body Brown had moved beyond his initial assertion 
that men’s attitudes toward their bodies were crucial to their 
attitude toward existence in general. Instead of incorporating 
and transcending given reality, Brown, as Marcuse quite percep¬ 
tively notes, had simply abolished reality. The implication was 












172 / The Party of Eros 


and that nnl v ^ rt a ^ ity P rinci pl e was of secondary importance 
and that political action was vain and of little importance 

Loves Body was finally a calvary of the mind pointing to a 

rr, u ,he b0dy ' For B '°™. Ktored ,o “he 

,h“r"f l"’ "T “ d b ° dy fr ° m the rea,lt >' Principle, rathe, 
than an actual end to existence. The resurrection of the body 

Z21 Z ^ n ° f ^ b ° dy rather than literally living 
again after physical death. But as mentioned before, Brown’s was 

a religious project without a transcendent reference. The refer¬ 
ence^ if one existed, was to “life.” Though no Jungian, Brown’s 
efforts were reminiscent of Jung’s (and Reich’s) attempt to point 
the way for a new resurgence of spiritual vitality, a new 
religiosity; or m Brown’s case, as Frederick Crews has noted “an 
inverted Transcendentalism.” 57 

Brown’s work so far has represented an effort to transcend 
uman existence, the burden of rational consciousness, and forge 
. ' Vh ° le and nonalienated version of life. In reality Brown’s 
an0t ^ er attem Pt m modern western culture to connect a 
pmsonal with a collective myth, indeed create a new mythos, for 
a culture which has lost its traditional religious and ideological 

an n dlT ,ngS , BUt 6CaUSe ° f itS V6ry persona1 ’ rather arcane 
and finally academic origins, Brown’s vision is more than likely to 

remain a gnostic curiosity-or like Nietzsche’s efforts, the source 

albeit perverted, for some collective madness 

B , r ° Wn h f L clear,y m °ved away from a concern with social 

tTuth^ R 60ry “ SUCh ' ThCre iS undoub tedly a profound 
truth m Browns contention that the way we confront our death 

etermines the way we consider our bodies and that this in turn 
influences the way we individually and collectively relate to other 
men Omsciousness and social reality are related dialectically 
d to transform one requires a transformation of the other. But 
by focusing exclusively on a change in consciousness, Brown’s 
thought is in reality the clearest example of the “Great Refusal.” 


THE NEW TRANSCENDENTALISM 


vA 


Specialists without spirit , sensualists without heart; 
this nullity imagines that it has attained a level of 
civilization never before achieved. 

MAX WEBER 


If one thing is clear, it is that ideologies have not disappeared. 
No sooner had Daniel Bell made his pronouncement than there 
emerged “New Left” movements in England and America seek¬ 
ing to revivify radical theory and practice in the vacuum left by 
the demise of the “Old Left.” In America, the 1960s saw the 
emergence of a movement for Negro civil rights which by the 
end of the decade had developed into black cultural and political 
nationalism; student uprisings that fed a growing sense of genera¬ 
tional solidarity against the dominant institutional and cultural 
structures; and an American involvement in a quasi-colonial war 
which touched off a debate over the foundations of American 
foreign policy and ultimately the very nature of the American 
experience. It was in such a context of political and cultural 
ferment that the work of Goodman, Marcuse, and Brown found 
resonance. 

Yet even as these thinkers addressed themselves to pressing 
contemporary problems, they also worked within an intellectual 
tradition some 150 years old. In the context of American intellec¬ 
tual history (though Marcuse remained a resolutely “European” 
thinker) one might classify these three thinkers as the theorists of 
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a second transcendentalist revolt; or as Frederick Crews has 
noted in connection with Norman Brown, “an inverted Transcen¬ 
dentalism.” Just as the first transcendentalist movement had its 
utopian political and religious wings, so this time around we have 
Paul Goodman as a representative of the former category and 
Norman Brown of the latter, with Herbert Marcuse providing a 
link with continental Idealism and a mode of romantic cultural 
criticism. For the transcendentalists of the 1830s Nature had been 
the vehicle, the mediating term, for the moral and spiritual; for 
the new transcendentalists, Nature, as the sexual and erotic, be¬ 
comes the touchstone of individual and collective virtue and 
health. 

There are other parallels as well. In both instances there has 
been a questioning of institutional and cultural legitimacy, a 
challenge to established “liberal” rationality in the name of a 
“higher” spirituality or “lower” erotic rationality, and a vacillation 
between a radical individualism and the yearning for the “spiri¬ 
tual” (or erotic) community. Where the first transcendentalist 
revolt was “a religious demonstration . . . religious radicalism in 
revolt against rational conservatism” 1 with sexual radicalism 
hovering at the fringes, the contemporary transcendentalist 
movement attempts to re-eroticize individual and social existence 
and the religious impulse threatens to break into the open at any 
time. 

Perhaps the best way of characterizing Goodman, Marcuse, 
and Brown is to adopt the terminology of Philip Reiff and call 
them “secular antinomians.” The first transcendentalist revolt 
represented a way station between the religious antinomians, 
who based their stance upon the belief that they were infused 
with the divine spirit and thus beyond the law, and contem¬ 
porary secular antinomianism. Just as the religious antinomians 
rejected the legitimacy of human institutions and earthly 
guidance and elevated the promptings of the heart (and the 
body) to divine truth, so the secular antinomians, Reiff notes, 
became “anti-political” radicals (or I would say political in a 
different way) and insisted that “whatever is is right,” basing their 
positions on “an ethic as old as the classical mystery cults: the 
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worship of Life.” 2 In the way of all radical positions, extremes 
soon converge: spiritual antinomianism leads to sexual antinomi¬ 
anism and vice versa. Eros and Agape are reunited. 

It is also significant that the two transcendentalist movements 
stand at the beginning and end of western industrialization. In 
America the transcendentalists (and in Europe the Fourieiists 
and “Young Germans”) came onto the scene at the beginning of 
the transformation of a largely agrarian, relatively stable ordei 
into a society characterized by the growth of industries and cities 
and the fragmentation of the traditional institutional and cultural 
order. Whether the alternative advanced was a “utopian” or 
“reactionary” one, the goal was the reestablishment of purposive 
and organic bonds among isolated individuals. Standing at the 
(Mid of the process of modernization, Goodman, Marcuse, and 
Brown all voiced the desire to move from the bureaucratic 
Gesellschaft held together by artificial and impersonal bonds to 
some sort of more “natural and intimate Gemeinschaft given 
cohesion by erotic and emotional bonds. 

To them the large-scale governmental, corporate, and educa¬ 
tional structures were inimical to and stifled that which was 
natural in and among men. Where, as Daniel Bell noted in his 
“Work and Its Discontents,” early industrial enterprises had been 
characterized by obvious and often cruel oppression, advanced 
industrial society had learned to manipulate rather than brutal¬ 
ize, persuade rather than force, and offer the illusion of freedom 
while all the time maintaining control. By the 1960s it appeared 
that the characteristic form of rule in the society was neither 
tyranny nor aristocracy nor democracy, but, as Hannah Arendt 
has put it, “rule by Nobody,” a situation in which “there is not 
one left who could even be asked to answer for what is being 
done.” 3 

To be more positive, the efforts of Goodman, Marcuse, and 
Brown can best be seen as probings into the nature of life in a 
society which has gone beyond the industrialization stage. Once 
beyond this stage of development, its cultural superego—the 
Protestant Ethic—has come to seem irrelevant or positively dam¬ 
aging to individual and social well-being. 
















176 / The Party of Eros 


Related to this rejection of the Protestant Ethic as the inform¬ 
ing standard for behavior is a reaction against what Max Weber 
called the de-mystification of the world.” It is at this point that 
one can begin to understand the religious undertones found in 
the writings of these three men; these undertones in turn reflect a 
more general search in the society for a sense of wholeness and a 
dimension of existence beyond a rationalized sense of self and 
society. As Weber suggested in the quotation prefacing this 
chapter, the potential fate of industrial society was the “achieve¬ 
ment of a mode of existence in which specialization and 
compartmentalization had destroyed a sense of wholeness of the 
spirit and in which sensuality had become cold and mechanical. 
One need only recall the most recent efforts of Americans to gain 
a sense of competence and “workmanship” through “do it your¬ 
self hobbying and a mania for “roughing it” to realize that what 
Weber feared has been partially realized. Nor is it accidental that 
an ersatz religion, sensitivity training, which combines the reli¬ 
gious confessional, group therapy, and open sensuality among 
strangers, has become something of a fad. The proliferation of 
manuals on how to increase sexual performance, institutes for 
learning what were once considered natural “techniques” of 
lovemaking, the fad of psychological and physical disrobing in 
public as with groups such as the Living Theater, all point to a 
society populated with sensualists desperately in search of a 
meaning for their sensuality. 

It is also significant that all three—Goodman, Marcuse, and 
Brown-call for a new view of man s relationship with the natural 
world in which man and nature are part of the same continuum 
of life. In such a view man should not seek to “subdue” and 
exploit either the natural world or his own natural instincts. 
Between man and man as well as between man and nature there 
should be a mutuality; neither other men nor nature is wholly 
other, foreign and dangerous, but part of oneself and alive. 

Up to now it seems clear that the writings of Goodman, 
Maicuse, and Brown have found the most resonance and accep¬ 
tance among the children, usually college students, of the affluent, 
educated, professional middle class, for it is precisely this class in 
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advanced industrial society that has incorporated and transcend¬ 
ed the Protestant Ethic. The result has been the emergence of a 
youth culture and beyond that an “alternative” or “counter” 
culture. It is to the ideology of the counter culture that we will 
now turn. 

The Counter Culture: Last Best Hope or New Barharianism? 

In recent years America has drawn its “unacknowledged legisla¬ 
tors” from the ranks of sociology. Despite the oft-heralded (or 
bemoaned) hegemony of “value-free” sociology, there has been 
no dearth of social critics ready to speculate upon the future of 
American society and culture. A first wave of popular, specula¬ 
tive sociology broke in the 1950s with David Riesman’s The 
Lonely Crowd (1953), William Whyte’s The Organization Man 
(1956), and, on a more popular level, the many books of Vance 
Packard. In a somewhat similar fashion the late sixties and early 
seventies have witnessed another burst of popular social analysis. 
In contrast with the fifties’ sociologists who concentrated upon 
the adult middle-class world and a “new” character type emerg¬ 
ing from the older society, the “new” sociology has taken youth as 
its focus and has speculated upon the possible emergence of still 
another “new” culture. Where the sociologists of the 1950s often 
hinted at nostalgia for the “inner directed” man and life under 
the aegis of the Protestant Ethic, the latest wave of social 
prophets are almost unanimous in rejecting past social and 
cultural configurations and give themselves over unreservedly to 
the future. 

There are also similarities. Both came at a time when political 
radicalism was quiescent or in disarray and searching for new 
goals and fresh tactics. Both thus tended to concern themselves 
with social and cultural developments rather than with programs 
for political or economic change. Moreover, the ideologists of the 
counter culture give explicit voice to the unease which Riesman, 
Whyte, and others experienced when faced with the new man 
and new society they saw emerging. Life among the “lonely 
crowd” has indeed proven to be sterile and alienating; the 
“organization man,” in all his incarnations from conservative to 
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Kennedy liberal, businessman to university professor, has re¬ 
vealed himself a personal, social, and political disaster. What had 
been a nagging doubt in the fifties became a conventional wis¬ 
dom by 1970—the society and the culture were in peril and had 
to change. 

The works which have sought to define the counter culture- 
Theodore Roszak’s The Making of a Counter Culture (1969) 
Phihp Slater’s The Pursuit of Loneliness (1970), and Charles 
Reichs The Greening of America (1970)-could scarcely have 
been written without the theoretical foundations laid by Good- 
man, Marcuse, and Brown. It was the conceptual framework 
defined by these men and others such as Erik Erikson, Edgar 
riedenberg, and Kenneth Kcnniston, the vocabulary of “growing 
up absurd,” “identity crisis,” “one-dimensionality,” “life-style,” the 
search for a new way of looking at the world, that made possible 
the ideology of the counter culture. 

The first and perhaps most critical advocate of the counter 
culture was Theodore Roszak. For Roszak the choice facing the 
society was clear: we could continue a morally discredited order, 
the technocracy,” managed by experts, adhering to what Roszak 
ca ed the myth of objective consciousness,” and seeking to 
rationalize all existence; or we could work for the emergence of a 
new consciousness embodied in the counter culture which stood 
for an openness to the nonrational and the visionary, a desire for 
cooperative and communal forms of social existence, and a 
decentralization of power. 

Roszak was candid about the faults of the counter culture: it 
was primarily a youth phenomenon; it displayed a disturbing 
weakness for commercialization and exploitation by the media; 
and it was a sucker for bogus prophets of chemical transcendence 
such as Timothy Leary. Nor did Roszak slight the fact that the 
vision of the counterculturites had little to offer to workers and 
minorities who, as yet, existed precariously on the edges of the 
affluent society or were excluded from its material benefits alto¬ 
gether. Finally, however, Roszak came down on the side of the 
new culture as the only alternative worthy of critical support. 
Given an admixture of eastern religion and philosophy which 
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would join intellect with contemplation and openness to the 
nonrational dimensions of experience, Roszak hoped for the 
development of a “gentle, tranquil, and thoroughly civilized 
contemplativeness.” 4 

Though historical perspective was not Roszak’s strong suit, he 
did devote several chapters to the ideological progenitors of the 
movement. Roszak gave Norman O. Brown higher marks than 
Herbert Marcuse, since Brown’s radical Freudianism was more 
resolutely utopian in its call for the abolishing of repression and a 
view of man which added the religious dimension to contem¬ 
porary man’s one-dimensional existence; Roszak scored Marcuse 
for philistinism in rejecting religious consciousness as a desirable 
possibility. The problem was that Roszak, like Brown, continually 
plumped for the religious without giving any indication as to its 
form or content. 5 Thus religiosity, not religion, became the goal. 
Unlike the revival of interest in religion among intellectuals after 
World War II, Roszak’s concept of the religious was generally 
non-Christian and thus had no use for the idea of original sin or 
the related notion of the tragic as a fundamental fact of human 
existence. It was optimistic and utopian. As specific as Roszak 
became was when he made the obligatory references to William 
Blake, “the curative powers of the visionary imagination,” and 
spoke favorably of eastern modes of thought in discussing Alan 
Watts and Alan Ginsberg. Roszak devoted a rather uncritical 
chapter to Paul Goodman in which Goodman was treated pri¬ 
marily as an artist with his Gestalt view of reality given an 
“eastern” gloss. Beyond that Goodman’s main service consisted in 
his willingness to back his words with action and his advocacy of 
communitarian living experiments. 

In the last third of the book Roszak moved from a measured 
and perceptive discussion of the counter culture to a bit of 
philosophizing of his own. The result was a visionary humanism 
straining for religious significance, but seldom rising above the 
banal. Drawing upon the analyses of Marcuse and Ellul, Roszak 
took aim at what he named “objective consciousness.” He object¬ 
ed to the “psychology” of rational scientific-technological con¬ 
sciousness and its obsession with discovering or imposing order 
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upon the external world, its denigration of the personal and the 
subjective, and its impiety before man and nature. In its place 

Roszak plumped for an imaginative, artistic, even magical view 
of the world. 

Though Roszak did strike several telling blows at “objective 
consciousness,” it was difficult to know just where it might be 
found or who was guilty of it. He took the worst elements of 
second-level scientific and technocratic impulses and identified 
them with all scientific endeavor. The result was another superfi¬ 
cially attractive, but unconvincing, one-sided diatribe against 
objectivity. He all but denied that scientists saw any but a 
derivative type of beauty in nature; for them order not inspira- 
tion, information not awe was of the highest priority. Roszak 
quoted Michael Polanyi at several points, yet failed to note that 
the essential message of Polanyi’s Personal Knowledge dealt with 
the scientists personal involvement in the process and outcome 
of his activity, a view that more and more scientists were coming 
to accept and that philosophers of science have held for quite 
some time. All Roszak seemed to grant was that when scientists 
marveled at the beauty and order of nature, their admiration was 
a spurious narcissism. 

Roszak also seemed to imply that awe and wonder before 
nature were somehow life-enhancing and value-giving in them¬ 
selves. Yet the example of J. Robert Oppenheimer and the 
atomic scientists at Los Alamos should suffice to cast doubt upon 
this assertion. Oppenheimer was a man deeply read in literature, 
particularly and ironically in oriental languages and thought. Yet 
he and his colleagues were so engrossed by the sheer intellectual 
and aesthetic beauty involved in unraveling the secrets of nature 
that they became all but blind to the ethical and political 
considerations involved in their activities. 6 Without belaboring 
the point, it is safe to say that awe and aesthetic awareness do 
not necessarily lead to humane feeling or action; for as George 
Steiner has pointed out, the aesthetic may blind us to ethical 
considerations and the suffering of other people. 7 Roszak con¬ 
trasted the artist with the scientist and held that we should shape 
our lives as the sculptor does his materials in producing a piece of 
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sculpture. The example was telling, but not in the way Roszak 
intended, since everything he charged the “objective conscious¬ 
ness” with being guilty of could as well have been laid at the feet 
of the artist. 

This critique may be somewhat unfair to Roszak since he 
granted that more humanities courses or an appreciation of 
Aristotle will not make a man more sensitive to his fellow man. 
Nevertheless, there was a tendency in Roszak, following Marcuse 
and Brown, to elevate the aesthetic-erotic to primacy and subtly 
identify it with the moral. Insofar as Roszak tried to correct an 
imbalance in dominant contemporary modes of consciousness 
and behavior he performed a service, though one that was hardly 
novel in this century or the last. Polemics, however, are not 
sufficient basis for a new world view and it is at the polemical 
level, for all its particular insights, that Roszak’s book remained. 
When all was said and done, Roszak’s positive vision boiled down 
to a hope and a prayer that a change in consciousness (or 
culture) would somehow change the social, political, and 
economic structures. 

There has been a perennial tension in the counter culture, and 
in the thought of its apologists, between the search for individu¬ 
ality (“doing your own thing”) and the search for community. It 
was to a resolution of this problem that Philip Slater addressed 
himself in his provocative little book The Pursuit of Loneliness 
(1970). Slater, as did Roszak and Charles Reich, vacillated 
between the darkest pessimism and the most callow optimism 
though Slater was not completely blind to the problems inherent 
in what he called the “new culture.” Echoing Tocqueville and 
Riesman, Slater traced America’s social, cultural, and political 
problems back to the pervasive individualism at the center of the 
American experience. By individualism Slater referred to geo¬ 
graphical and social mobility in combination with a weak sense 
of communal ties. Thus not Thoreau’s retreat to the woods, but 
the experiments in utopian communalism were the sources of 
guidance for the problems that ailed America. 

In the mandatory apocalyptic vein, Slater saw a conflict 
shaping up between an “old” and a “new” culture, with the 
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middle ground occupied by a “swing” group, which the new 
culture had to ally with in order to be victorious. Wrote Slater: 
Ihe old culture, when forced to choose, tends to give preference 
to property rights over personal rights, technological require¬ 
ments over human needs, competition over cooperation, violence 
over sexuality, concentration over distribution, the producer over 
tie consumer, means over ends, secrecy over openness, social 
forms over personal expression, striving over gratification, Oedi- 
pal love over communal love, and so on. The new counterculture 
tends to reverse all these priorities.” 8 At the core of the old 
culture, according to Slater, lay the “scarcity” assumption; its 
particular cultural expression was individualism; and its conduit 
the traditional nuclear family. 

Slatei linked these together in the following manner. Due to 
the cultural assumption of scarcity, individuals learn that com¬ 
petition is necessary (to get a share of the fixed pie), that 
sexuality must be repressed (energy must be husbanded), ine¬ 
quality is inevitable, and thus the race goes to the swiftest. In the 
family, the mother, who has been assigned to her station in the 
home by Dr. Spock (a theme which Slater felt was far more 
significant than Spock’s much trumpeted permissiveness), ex¬ 
ploits her child to fulfill her own thwarted dreams and blocked 
talents. It is impressed upon the child that he must be the “best” 
and thus he enters the world an ambitious individual. 

Slaters analysis was more convincing than Roszak’s, since he 
pointed to social institutions which needed changing if the new 
culture was to emerge. A questionable aspect of the “scarcity” 
assumption (which came directly from Marcuse) was that Slater 
seemed to be saying that it had no actual grounding in reality at 
any time in history. Slater could only posit some vague conspir¬ 
acy to explain its occurrence. So far, Marcuse was not prepared 
to go. Moreover, it would also seem that Slater neglected what 
Marcuse, Brown, and an assortment of critics of advertising had 
called attention to—what we imagine our needs and wants to be 
changes and the level of our expectations is constantly being 
raised. What is scarcity for us is plenty for another and vice 
versa. Though plausible as a mechanism to explain our individu¬ 
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alistic striving and ambitions, the scarcity thesis needed much 
more development to be persuasive. 

The recent concern with ecology—the pollution of the environ¬ 
ment, the exhaustion of natural resources, the population prob¬ 
lem—suggests that scarcity may be no figment of the imagination. 
The assumption that we have an economy of potential abun¬ 
dance and thus the inhibitions and restraints of the old culture 
are outmoded may be as shortsighted a view as it is claimed the 
scarcity assumption is. That is, the alternatives may be affluence 
for a few and poverty for most; or, if we are serious about 
achieving some general level of equality, a “standard of living” 
which will be well below the present one. Again the problem was 
definitional—what is scarcity and to what extent is it a psycholog¬ 
ical and cultural concept and not a biological one? 

In focusing upon the family as the main institution of social 
and emotional control and the breeding ground for destructive 
individualism, Slater returned to a favorite theme of Wilhelm 
Reich and European Freudians. Yet there was a problem. On the 
political level, one could well argue that America’s problems 
arose from a paucity of individualism and unwillingness to go 
against the wishes of the society or the state (Tocqueville’s 
“tyranny of the majority”). How would the dissenting impulse be 
preserved while moving toward communal child-rearing and 
liberation, particularly of women, from the bonds of the nuclear 
family? How could the cultural imperatives of competition and 
ambition be abolished, how could concern for the group be 
elevated over private concerns, and at the same time civil 
disobedience be cherished? The cultural imperative and the 
political imperative seemed in conflict. Our retreat to the suburbs 
may be a disastrous application of Thoreau’s retreat to the 
woods, but how can Thoreau’s civil courage be preserved? 
Somehow the term “individualism” seemed too worn-out to be of 
much use. 

Slater was forthright in his admission that life in the new 
culture would seem almost totalitarian in its disregard for privacy 
and individuality and its emphasis upon social cooperation. He 
granted as well that it would be bland and rather flat once the 
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competitive ethos and cultural phenomena such as romantic love 
were no longer operative. Nevertheless such was the only answer 
or the society as a whole and the individuals in it. The alienation 
and affectlessness of life in the lonely crowd were but expressions 
of an individualism embodied in sprawling suburbs, extensive 
lghway nets, environmental destruction, and the hegemony of 
technology. For Slater, the choice was clear. 

Slater’s provocative work anticipated and discussed more 
cogently many of the ideas Charles Reich was to voice in his 
pu fishing sensation The Greening of America, which appeared 
at the end of 1970. Reich’s “cri de coeur” bordered upon the 
fatuous m its breathless admiration for the young and the youth 
cu ture. Most astonishing, however, was that Reich could have 
written the book when he did. Paul Goodman’s Growing Up 
Absurd, published in I960, had expressed more of a hope than 
anything else that youth would be the cutting edge of change. 
Perhaps a book so optimistic and admiring as Greening could 
have been written during the middle sixties with the first 
flowering of the “hippie” movement and before it succumbed to 
what Roszak had warned of-drugs, commercial exploitation, and 
a life-style of not so quiet desperation. But in 1970 the appear¬ 
ance of Reich’s book was hard to comprehend. Masquerading as 
a prospectus for the future, it was in reality an exercise in 
nostalgia for a past, which had probably never existed. Taken to 
be some sort of definitive statement by its defenders, it was 
nearer to being a trite and often self-congratulatory collection of 
the chches and half-truths of two decades of social criticism. 

Reich s thesis was essentially that of Roszak and Slater: Ameri¬ 
can society was increasingly dominated by a new Leviathan, the 
Corporate State” (Roszak’s technocracy), given its philosophical 
underpinnings by what Reich named “Consciousness I” (Slater’s 
old culture, Riesman’s inner-direction, Whyte’s Protestant Ethic) 
but more crucially by “Consciousness II” (New Deal or Corpo¬ 
rate Liberalism, Riesman’s outer-direction, Whyte’s Organization 
Ethic) which had replaced Con I in the corridors of power. For 
all their differences, both levels of consciousness were character¬ 
ized by a skepticism concerning man’s innate goodness, expressed 
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in Con Is reliance upon market mechanisms or by Con II's 
emphasis upon institutions to curb man's rapacious tendencies. 
The result was a tottering system which stifled individual fulfill¬ 
ment, usurped civil rights and liberties, devoured lives in a 
foreign war, and organized lives at home to keep the Corporate 
State grinding away. 

If the Corporate State was the principle of evil in Reich's 
conceptual schema, his “deus ex machina” was Consciousness III 
(Slater's new culture, Roszak's counter culture). This mode of 
consciousness, reflected most clearly in the life style of the affluent 
young, was, according to Reich, so clearly superior to Con I and 
Con II that its ultimate triumph was all but inevitable. Un¬ 
masked by the Vietnam War and domestic repression, flawed at 
its core by the contradictory imperatives to produce and to 
consume, the Corporate State would collapse of its own accord, 
all the while being nudged in that direction by the gospel 
according to Con III, since Con III embodied the secret values of 
even those still chained in the cave of illusions. The “heart of the 
heartless world," Con III took “the individual self as the only true 
reality" 9 and valued above all else personal authenticity, adher¬ 
ence to nonmaterial values and an openness to experience in all 
its fullness. (Interestingly enough, Reich and Slater part compa¬ 
ny on the individualism issue. For Reich, Thoreau was a forerun¬ 
ner of Con III; for Slater, the Thoreauvian impulse lay at the core 
of America's problems.) Change consciousness and the system 
would crumble; any other way only insured that man's bonds 
would be tightened and his slavery confirmed. 

Despite Reich's lyric celebration of Con III, Greening was a 
monotonous and heavy-handed book. In particular, Reich's use of 
literary references to support his points was often flat-footed and 
unilluminating. For example, Philip Roth's Portnoy's Complaint 
turned out to be “the finest portrayal in America of the struggle 
to adjust to the organizational world," 10 an interpretaion about 
as enlightening as the judgment that Hamlet is about a man who 
can't make up his mind. Wallace Stevens's painfully ambivalent 
“Sunday Morning” became for Reich “the doctrine of the new 
generation, the doctrine of present happiness,” 11 an interpreta- 
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tion which, though partially true, missed the underlying pathos 
and threat of meaninglessness in the poem. Most outrageously: 
"Not even the turbulent fury of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony 
can compete for sheer energy with the Rolling Stones . . 
classical music seems dainty and mushy . . . the new music rocks 
the whole body and penetrates the soul.” 12 A man who believed 
that, and had such aesthetic standards, could believe anything. 

Reich was unreservedly smug and condescending to the lesser 
breeds still enthralled by Con I and Con II. In a statement which 
might have come as a shock to Wallace Stevens, Reich noted: 
No person with a strongly developed aesthetic sense, a love of 
nature, a passion for music, a desire for reflection, or a strongly 
marked independence, could possibly be happy or contented in a 
factory or a white collar job.” 13 Elsewhere: "Anyone who can 
function efficiently in an airport or large hotel is uptight because 
he has to be.’ 14 And finally: "The majority of adults in this 
country hate their work” 15 How did Reich know all this? 
Empirical research? Personal experience? Such were samples of 
Reich s irritating habit of clumsily disguising value judgments as 
statements of fact. All of the above statements might be the case, 
but Reich gave us no reason to believe so. 

On the conceptual level Reich’s book was also unsatisfactory. 
Greening was a glaring example of the type of work which, by 
establishing all-inclusive categories, forestalls adverse judgments 
by locating such judgments in one of the categories that the book 
itself establishes; e.g., if you object to Con III, then you are still a 
Con I or Con II. By such logic, the book was unassailable. Nor 
was it exactly clear whether Reich’s Corporate State and his 
modes of consciousness were analytical or empirical concepts. 
Did they represent reality or mere potentialities? Was there any 
way to prove that the Corporate State was as Reich said it was or 
did the positing of the concept prove its reality? 

Reich’s book exhibited an unbelievable optimism. Assuming 
that man was, by nature, good, its psychology was incredibly 
naive. Wrote Reich: "Nobody wants inadequate housing and 
medical care—only the machine. Nobody wants war except the 
machine. And even businessmen, once liberated, would like to 
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roll in the grass and lie in the sun.” 16 To say that “nobody wants 
war” ignored much of what we know about human psychology. 
Granted that no one would defend inadequate housing, the 
problem was that, according to Con I or Con II, other desiderata 
take precedence for the individual or "the machine.” Businessmen, 
one assumes, can "roll in the grass” right now. Nor is it clear why 
some could not both “lie in the sun” and make war. 

Behind Reich’s sequential development of consciousness lay an 
assumption of automatic progress which was thoroughly Ameri¬ 
can, and even highly reminiscent of Con I: out of individual 
fulfillment will come social good; Con II, which had proven a 
disaster, would produce children who would somehow shake free 
of their past. Like Slater, Reich loaded the dice in his schema: 
Con I and Con II displayed few virtues, since they were based 
upon a false view of man. Conversely, Con III displayed abso¬ 
lutely no shortcomings or vices. Reich, for example, was irrespon¬ 
sibly complacent about the use of drugs and their place in Con 
III. Instead of Marx’s revolutionary proletariat, the mechanism 
for historical change in Reich’s schema consisted of sweet and 
good-natured young people, a type of cultural Peace Corps. Yet 
in other parts of his book Reich located a type of ideal America 
in the past when political decisions were made by the "people” 
and civil rights and liberties were exercised freely. Leaving aside 
the experience of black people and Indians, even a cursory 
glance at the American past reveals that various individuals and 
groups have been denied all sorts of what we now take to be 
fundamental rights, hounded into the wilderness, or even 
lynched. There is thus little evidence to support Reich’s historical 
optimism, in reference to the past or to the future. 

Nor was Con III without internal contradictions and 
vagueness. What exactly did adherence to nonmaterial values 
mean? What world view would not claim the same? Was a life 
guided by nonmaterial values any guarantee of individual or 
social well-being? Like the idea that human nature is basically 
"good” or "bad,” the concept of nonmaterial values was banal and 
empty. Reich denied that openness to experience might include 
experimentation with murder and rape. But why not? Is it really 
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possible to have a society which reconciles personal identity with 
an extremely fluid social and cultural structure? Is the ‘protean 
man also an authentic one or is he merely a role player unhappy 
in his world of infinite possibility, a modern version of Kier¬ 
kegaard s aesthetic ’ man, an aficionado of experience, but in 
despair? 17 

For Reich we were finally two nations.” No longer, however, 
was the division between rich and poor, white and black. 
America s unresolved racial conflict, a conflict which is psychocul- 
tural as well as political and social, had faded into near oblivion. 
Out of Woodstock and the commons-rooms at Yale would emerge 
Reich s third Consciousness. Thus the greening of America. 

The New Kulturkampf 

Despite the claim that the virtues of the counter culture were 
self-evident and their triumph either inevitable or absolutely 
necessary, the “new transcendentalism” was not without its 
critics. Many older intellectuals, who had traditionally seen 
themselves as men of the Left and defenders of cultural modern¬ 
ism, mounted a counterattack which generally took three forms: 
political, psychosocial, and cultural. 

The political argument was directed against what was iden¬ 
tified as the political expression of the new culture, the “New 
Left.” For many critics, the New Left had early adopted to use 
Irving Howes phrase, “Kamikaze” tactics which, in demanding 
the impossible, only encouraged a backlash from the Right and 
alienated elements in the left-liberal coalition. Support for com¬ 
munity control of the schools in New York and the generally 
affluent origins of many New Leftists led some to accuse the New 
Left of antiunionism and snobbishness toward the (white) work¬ 
ing class; critiques of the Welfare State and bureaucracy as well 
as the anarchist ethos of the new culture boded ill for traditional 
social democratic and liberal programs. Moreover, older social 
democrats and liberals were disturbed by Marcuse’s call for a 
withdrawal of tolerance from “repressive” elements in the society 
and a general disregard for civil liberties. Finally the New Left, 
but centrally the counter culture, was scored for the quietistic 
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implications of its radical demands; a philosophy of all or nothing 
meant, in effect, nothing. Thus the doors were open to a 
conservative control of the nation’s politics. 

The problem with this political critique was precisely the fact 
that it was political. If Charles Reich’s book is at all indicative, 
the counter culture has become less and less interested in politics 
of any sort. Its concern up to now has been with changing 
consciousness and as such is nonpolitical. The history of attempts 
to abolish alienation and satisfy spiritual longings through politics 
is not a happy one. Only if a largely apolitical counter culture 
were transformed into a genuine mass political movement would 
it present a positive political danger. 

The psychosocial line critique also failed to join the argument 
with the counter culture. It was a variety of the ad hominem 
approach which seeks to discredit ivhat is said by an examination 
of its sources. Its most forceful advocate was Bruno Bettelheim, 
who charged that young protesters and devotees of the counter 
culture are less concerned with specific political and social issues 
than they were with acting out psychosocial tensions. Thus the 
mode of protest, the tone of the slogans, and expression of 
demands were seen by Bettelheim as a plea for authority by and 
through which identities could be discovered by neurotic young 
people. Action was essentially therapeutic, an attempt to prove 
and test masculinity and resolve Oedipal conflicts. Indulged 
in their childhoods, yet subject to the most subtly extreme 
demands for achievement by their parents, young people 
needed a firm hand and little more in order for the whole 
problem to the solved. 18 The weakness of this approach lay in its 
penchant for psychologizing and explaining away and an un¬ 
willingness to grant that the conditions reacted against might be 
serious in their own right. Form not content was stressed and thus 
the counter culture became a neurotic phenomenon, a failure of 
adjustment. 

Bettelheim also expressed another concern which is wide¬ 
spread among older intellectuals and leads into the cultural 
argument. A survivor of Nazi concentration camps and a witness 
to the rise of Nazism, a movement which received significant 
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support from German youth, Bettelheim and others quite clearly 
feared the emergence of a cult of irrationality, an atavistic 
tribalism, which could become a mass movement, challenging the 
very structures of civilized existence. For these men, the Weimar 
analogy functioned as a paradigmatic warning in much the same 
way as the Munich analogy has for shapers of postwar American 
foreign policy. In a situation of cultural and social disintegration, 
it was feared that the antinomian impulses, the deep-seated 
distaste for institutional restraints, the anti-intellectualism of the 
counter culture would seriously undermine liberal-democratic 
values, traditions of civility and tolerance, and High Culture in 
general. In the brutally explicit phrase of Daniel Boorstin, the 
new radicals and counterculturites were the “New Barbarians,” 
who, not just by provoking the forces of the Right or by 
retreating into quietism, but by their own values and action 
shook the foundations of civilization. 19 

The most incisive and stimulating critique of the counter 
culture was John Passmore’s “Paradise Now,” Encounter 
(November 1970). In his essay Passmore went beyond sterile 
name-calling and located the basically religious impulse behind 
the ideology, such as it was, of the counter culture. Using 
Norman Brown as a reference, Passmore described and then 
analyzed what he called the “new mysticism,” which sought to 
abolish repression, destroy the restrictions of time, and establish 
an order of playfulness and immediate gratification. He noted 
that it was another in a long tradition of “perfectabilism,” a view 
by which man is basically good, and salvation lies in communal 
not institutional forms, gratification not inhibition. Passmore cited 
as examples the new mysticism’s search for community, the ideals 
of unisexuality and nudity, the use of drugs, the attempts in 
drama and the “happening” to abolish the distinctions of time 
and space. 

Though granting that the new mysticism was responding to 
genuine problems—the tyranny of time and postponement of 
pleasure, a sense of loneliness and atomization, growing speciali¬ 
zation and organization—Passmore nevertheless held that ‘play is 
not enough.” 20 In contrast to a society dominated by the impulse 
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to “toil” or one dominated by the “play” impulse, Passmore wrote 
that a society could best be judged by the quality of its “loves.” 21 
Love, as defined by Passmore, was “enjoyment with care [which] 
cherishes its object.” 22 Emphasis was placed upon care in a 
double sense: care denoted concern for and interest in the object, 
but also kept its connotations of worry, distress, and effort. 
Passmore also stressed the independent existence of the object; 
one loved or cared for a “something else” which was distinct from 
and not a narcissistic reflection of oneself. There was in the unity 
of subject and object (whether in art, science, or interpersonal 
relationships) a maintenance of independence. For Passmore the 
new mysticism was finally a reactionary and regressive move¬ 
ment. Its dominant impulse was “play” and its triumph would 
mean the end of culture and individuality as we have known it. 

While Passmore’s rubric of “mysticism” may be a bit extreme 
and smooths over diversity within the ideology of the counter 
culture, it nevertheless points to the particularly religious quest 
at the core of the counter culture. This is historically ironic since 
the origin of modern radical ideology was a revolt against 
Christianity and its philosophical expression, German idealism. 
Now over a century later a crucial segment of the affluent western 
world is rejecting the demystification carried through by Feur- 
bach and Marx, the disenchantment of the world which Weber 
recognized as a main component of western rationality and the 
antireligious vision which Freud himself bequeathed us. In 
strange form the emphasis upon sexuality and the erotic since 
Wilhelm Reich through Goodman, Marcuse, and Brown and then 
on into the counter culture has come, via the aesthetic, to assume 
a strangely religious aura. 

Perhaps better than anyone else, Philip Rieff has diagnosed our 
condition in his Triumph of the Therapeutic, a work which 
suggests that Freud and Max Weber (not Marx) provide the 
best analytic framework for understanding our present situa¬ 
tion. For Rieff, Freud was the true father of modem conscious¬ 
ness in that he denied once and for all the possibility of a 
communal faith or a culture which could offer final consolation. 
He suggests that Freud’s vision in turn has found so much 
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resonance in America because ours is a “waning ascetic culture” 23 
which, deprived of its Protestant religion framework, embraced 
Freud’s message as a way of coping with loneliness rather than 
searching for salvation, a means of tolerating ambiguities rather 
than grasping for security. 24 In the 1830s Tocqueville had 
already noted the atomized individualism and emotional priva¬ 
tion which characterized the egalitarian American ethos of his 
day. And one might add that it was precisely during the decade 
of Tocqueville’s visit that America saw an explosion of secular 
and religious utopian communitarian experiments, and the emer¬ 
gence of the transcendentalist movement, both of which ex¬ 
pressed the dialectic of individualism and search for community 
which has been one of the central themes of the American 
experiment, a development recapitulated today. Thus America 
became truly the first and oldest modern western nation; its 
spiritual” development becomes paradigmatic for western socie¬ 
ties in general. With traditional bonds broken and religious 
institutions fragmented, America indeed became the “new 
world where the “new Adam” would emerge. The “new tran¬ 
scendentalism” is thus an example of “the return of the repressed,” 
another religious reaction to secular society. 

In turn Max Weber’s personal as well as scholarly concerns 
become profoundly relevant to modern society, and particularly 
in America, since America was, as Weber implied in his Prot¬ 
estant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism , the place where the 
dynamic of the Protestant Ethic (inner worldly ascetism) would 
provide the motive force for development of capitalism and more 
importantly the eventual rationalization of existence in a highly 
bureaucratized society. What happened was that Webers “iron 
cage” became the prison of individuality in which one was 
emotionally isolated from others and able to sustain no commit¬ 
ment to God or to community. Honest and illusionless, sober and 
detached, “psychological man” confronts a life bereft of enriching 
symbolic structures, that, larger than himself and “given” rather 
than solipsistically created, would enclose him in a community of 
faith and the faithful. Where Weber and Freud were intellectual 
and emotional titans, profoundly divided and at war with them¬ 
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selves, modern man has become a “virtuoso of the self ~ ’ in a 
“democracy of the sick.” 26 In this post-Christian society one finds 
that “where family and nation once stood, or Church or Party, 
there will be the hospital and theater too, the normative institu¬ 
tions of the next culture. . . .” 27 

Yet Rieff points to a next stage, which represents the attempt 
to transcend Freud’s negative faith and analytic view of reality 
and Weber’s heroic individualism in the face of a meaningless 
world. He suggests that C. G. Jung, Wilhelm Reich, and D. H. 
Lawrence all attempted to go beyond Freuds position and, as 
prophets of the new, reinstate belief and a positive community as 
possibilities. It is quite clear that the ideologists of the counter 
culture, as well as Norman Brown, Herbert Marcuse, and Paul 
Goodman, belong in this group. However, Rieff suggests that the 
attempt to advance a new “therapeutic” ideal based upon the 
“gospel of self-fulfillment,” which has as its goal a nonrepressive 
society is rendered impossible precisely because it is a conscious 
construct, the use of intellect in the service of its opposite. There 
is no Archimedean point, no way to both project a new symbolic 
and still believe in it. Max Weber was painfully aware of this 
dilemma when he wrote in 1919: “Never as yet has a new 
prophecy emerged . . . by way of the need of some modern 
intellectuals to furnish their souls with, so to speak, guaranteed 
genuine antiques . . . they play at decorating a sort of domestic 
chapel with small sacred images from all over the world, or they 
produce surrogates ... to which they ascribe the dignity of 
mystic holiness, which they peddle in the book. . . . An academy 
prophecy, finally, will create only fanatical sects but never a 
genuine community.” 28 Thus in Weber’s analysis the search for 
meaning, for religious belief becomes mere intellectual preciosity 
and aesthetic-cerebration. 

In another essay “Religious Rejections of the World and Their 
Directions” (1915), Weber suggested that the “erotic” was the 
last refuge of the intellectual classes from the forces of rationali¬ 
zation and demystification. Such has certainly been the case with 
the thinkers and ideologies that we have examined. Indeed the 
erotic-aesthetic seems to have become the pervading principle of 
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the counter culture. Ironically it was a renegade Hegelian, Soren 
Kierkegaard, who suggested the intimate connection between the 
erotic and what he named the “aesthetic” mode of existence. 

It is instructive, however, to remember what Kierkegaard had 
to say about the aesthetic and its relationship to the self since the 
thinkers we have discussed here fail to come to terms with 
Kierkegaard’s critique. Where Charles Reich, for example, 
praises Con III as an openness to experience and experimenta¬ 
tion and Marcuse calls for a new aesthetic sensibility, Kier¬ 
kegaard wrote that in the aesthetic stage: “Your life resolves itself 
. . . into interesting particulars . . . everything is possible for you 
. . . enjoyment is the chief thing in life, . . . Life is a masquerade 
... In fact you are nothing; you are merely a relation to others 
and what you are, you are by virtue of this relation.” 29 Kierke¬ 
gaard took this mode of existence to be fundamentally unserious; 
it did not in Passmore’s terms take “care.” In a world of infinite 
possibility and by virtue of the possibility, one could paradoxical¬ 
ly never finally choose and thus commitment remains provisional. 
One was continually dissatisfied and on the move to another 
source of pleasure. In contemporary form this is the search for 
self-fulfillment. And because one can never finally choose, one 
never has a self. The fact that one can constantly assume a new 
identity means that he does not have one. “Life becomes life¬ 
style”; 30 not happiness and self-fulfillment, but discontent and an 
ongoing search come to characterize one’s life. 

What all this suggests is that the religious impulse, denied the 
intermediary stage of the ethical or the demand of the transcend¬ 
ent, collapses back into the erotic-aesthetic. Religiosity, which 
is the aesthetic masquerading as the religious, is the result. Thus 
the religious eclecticism bordering on the ludicrous of the counter 
culture. The counter culture is, undoubtedly, a convulsive gasp 
of a culture which cries out for transcendence and meaning. The 
impulses it represents—the desire for meaning and for happiness- 
are not to be scorned; the ways in which it has so far expressed 
itself, however, are symptoms of, not solutions for, the dilemma. 
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1971): 17. 
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23. Philip Rieff, Triumph of the Therapeutic, p. 50. 
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